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Assessing Participation in WORK Beyond 2 Years 

A. Individual Assessments After 2 WORK ASSignments 

1
At' the en(l of two corlsecuti\re WORK assignments, participants who 
have not found unsubsidized work would be assessed on an 
individual basis with three possible results;. 

1) 	 Participants determined to be unable to work or to need 
additional training would be reassigned to Pre-JOBS or 
JOBS. 

2) 	 Those determined to be unable to find work in the 
private sector either because there were no jobs 
available to match their skills or because they are 
incapable of working outside a sheltered environment 
would be allowed to remain in the WORK program for 
another assignment. Similar assessments would be 
conducted following each additional assignment. 

3) 	 At state option, those who are employable and who live 
in an area where there are jobs available to match 
their skills, may be required to engage in intensive 
job search supervised by a job developer who can 
require participants to apply for appropriate job 
openings to determine if they have failed to make a 
go6~.faith effort· to f~nd jobs. Failure to follow-up 
on referrals, noncooperation with the job developer or 
employer, or refusal to accept a private sector job 
opening without good cause would result in 
ineligibility for WORK or AFDC benefits for 6 months. 
After 6 months of ineligibility, the person could 
immediately be given another individual work assignment 
and could again be denied eligibility for 
noncooperation or refusal to accept a job. 

B. National Study of WORK Participation Beyond 2 Years 

The Department of HBS and Labor will undertake a comprehensive 
national study at the end of the second year in which the WORK I 

program is implemented to measure the program's success in moving 
people into unsubsidized jobs, and evaluate the skill levels and· 
barriers to work of the people, who remain in the program after 2 
years. 
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recipients' to discuss their reasons ~;:'5 '" i8 C\l oj 0 _ ...~ 
for not working and help them ex- ~ § tIC U !5 OJ ~ 1: o.!!? t;ouo tn _ ~r:l0~£ 
plore ways of finding work. , E '~c := -. '" '" _ c ... '1! 

"What wc will not do is simply rot ~ _Vl ~ >.::;: :-- c ~ !!:! 
Britain Plans',

. " 

away' ,and live' a life on benefit,", he' 1! l\j ~ -.g = § -8 '0 !!! '0 , ,-E <1> ~ ~ ~ ~ '0 ~ '" '""New Effort , said. ':The'te comes a point where it's' ~ oX !5 ':u .§ ~ :-' ~ Q.,§ u .,; 

not good for you and'not goOd'for the '" U:- OJ c c Q., OJ C~ OJ 

rest of us to be unemployed.",' ~15' :s ~ .g 1'3 .;;' t a:; 'E


To Whittle . Some groups of recipients. includ
ing the terminally ill and people with § .E.g ~ ~ ~:g ~41:1 &l ~...: ~ ~ t 6

W;' lh" , .. 'R" ll" severe mental handicaps, would be 0 !!! tn ::: ~'Qj 41:1 := ~ 1: 4I:1::E ':U '2 1;. '" , ~ ::( '=,~ co bD U v)' tI'J'''''' tI'J.. U C 0, e are 0 S' 'exemptfrom the intervie,:,;s, he said, -= 0 oX ~:;: ~ @ i ~', ,:: Cij =0 §!!! ID ;" 
'", ,UBut for "those people who, can :: a:; ~ ,g ';;;,£,.5208 U c 1:.~ ~: ~'~ 

, '. :" work," he said, "the ~essageis quite' .'" :::!Xl '~"':u ,g ~ g;:' '~E ~ "~; ~ '0 
clear 7'that they should work and ~,41:1 U, ,- ~'O ~ .- '" OJ c~, ~ _ 'E':: 

LONDON, Feb:'l0- Ina new there is no excuse for not doing sO.': .1!::E~ ~'6 S ~.E.c 'E~,>. ~ c '" 
effort to attack what he called the Today's proposals join earlier ef- .; ~ tiS §'~.:: '2 @~ 8 - =a ]l E~ '2 
"something-for-nothing welfare: forts by the Government to urge wel- @ '" .... ~ '" ,§ U - ~ IF ~ !:: E c l\j' 

. state," Prime Minister Tony Blair fare, recipil~nts .to find jops: Under ~:. :!!?E' ~ g ~ .~ .-: ID 0 C ~ ~ g;: '0 U 
. t d d ,', Iegis atlon . I' tod' hat 'I 'I t' I' h 0 OJ '. III u ::E c >. - '" 0 OJ 0 0 Vl'" In ro uce ay t ,pr~viOus egis a 10~, peop e ,wo re- , : ;:, 0, 0"'; ,t-:X: 'e ,Ill E t>I)-.:;i '" o:t' :..: 
would require most of Britain's wei· celve unemployment benefits are ';;;~, § w- OJ !!:! u § !!:! 0' 'OJ; .:: OJ

" ' d I "d·'" I' 0'ii u ,.:x::CC.cc':;- CTS .... -cnUVl.::a:,1l.ifare recIpients toatten regu ar in· now require to. accept reasonab e Q.,- OJ 0 t- C - ,- 0" ID'in "';:' c.:C ~ 
terviews to discuss job opportunities. offers of work, or lose their benefits. ,.~ ~ !1 '5 :E .~.;; ~ ~ :u, ~ ? .E .~:§ :E'tiS Ex 
People who failed to comply, he said,. " And under the so-called New·Deal..;;.E -5 0: .!!l:~ E ,g.5 ~ - s ~<:.;; ~ ~ 
would lose their benefits. which gives employers incentives to '.',' 

The plan is one in a series of meas- ,hire the unemploy~d, more :than '" c '" '" - 0 • >. C - '" -C 1OJ , ,""" 0 QJ ..... 0 - E.... Q) C - ::3
ures' Mr. Blair's labor Government. 100,000 people, aged'18 to 24' hav~ . 0 III .-: !!:! ." III 0 C\l OJ, OJ ~ --: 0 

' th I d' h If f nd k th G ." - E E ... ;:, Q,I <1> ... W ~ ,E - 0 <>I)has taken m e as!: year an a· a ou wor,. e overnment says., , c", ~ ... 1! ~ g. 5 ~ § Cij E ~; ,:: 
to reduce Britain's $157 billion-a· But taday's proposals we~e imrrie- "'I. 0 !!:! ,:: '6.c IIl.c:.E Jj ~ '" C 1: 
year social welfare bill 'and to en- diately attacked from both the left·,.~ t>I) .... >. Q,I III r-. iii t>I) 0 ~ <1> , '" 

, d'th I ' -- OJ <1>.c -0 N C t>I) OJ oX E, courage the country's welfare recipi- an e r ght. The Conservative Par- , ,.., c ::: .c f- ." Ill';; '2 : ... - u 
ents to look for work. While it does ~y accused the Government of "talk- . ~' ~ 2 :;; ...; 08 -~ g: § &l ,9 ] 'g. , § 
not threaten most people with the mg tough" but, not "acting tough" r" :g ~ c c ; c 'i: ·w. E S3 • '" III 

loss of benefits. if they fail 'or refuse, and said that the new plan would not '7".1. Q.'O OJ, '" U 5 '" ~ , Ill· ~ C ~ ., '~' g. a§: ...: u.f':U '~~ 2 0' '" " .
" ,~to find jobs; the Prime Minister said, "work unless more jobs·were created. ';;..,. .'i E ~.!:!:.E 1! :u c .;;! 41:1 E ~ ~ 

it does require that they make a, Members of Parliament on La-,'....... .!::! lii Q,I t>l)l:: bII- ti - 0 o,Co: '0 

determined effort to enter the job bor's left wing said that the,Govern; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~.~ =a ~ ~ ~ ~ .;; g , , ~ 
market. ,ment's plan of compulsory inter- .Q w '';;j ~:;; ~,t>I) ~ - • .! t- '2 !!:! 0c.J 

The Government's bill. which is to views would be particularly difficult . ,<>I) x OJ '0 '" '" .:: -, '0 .....- OJ ::l!Xl 

be voted on· by Parliament later. this for vulnerable welfare recipients like Q,). ''g Vl 1; ~ -;; ~ ~ '5 ~ § < .:; E :u ,~: 
year, also att,,!-cks the country~s pro-. t~e' menta,lly ill or' people seek,lng " c: ,.s::,'.c - 0 - "" 0 ~ ':=' 't>I) ..... '_ .... 

gram of providing so-called incapac- smgle-parent benefits for the first 0'" <1> '... '" '" '" • ~ "',.;, - , OJ 
ity benefits to people with long-term ti~e.· "People fear ,this kind of.har~· 'e.g ~ .::: ... :':: S OJ ::: @.c Ji1 ~ e.o 
illnesses which Mr, Blair says has assment will be oppressive to peo- . ~ ~ ",' ID ~ ~ '0 ~ .: ;;; OJ Co ;;; :: !!! , , I" 'd ~ ctS - - .... ta - .... .cQJ 0

"drifted out of control" as more and p e, sal Lynne Jones, a Labor ,_,..... Q., ;:, OJ ,5 '" c :; 0 !Xl c E ~.: III 

Member f P I· t """""" 0 .c "'''' 0 - OJ E 0 more peopleuse,it as an excuse to 0 ,arlamen. ,.' ,", , ,e..g= ~~:~~ 15.c·E -~ 
take early retirement and neve'r seek And advocates for welfare recipl' ""'t:s" ~ t>I) 5 >. ~ ~ :s! _~. £ "'. ~ E 
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. to ml'ddle' in I h • '" c i:' t>I) III '0 ... ." U C 41:1 '" ;:,payments to some reCipients could - come peop' e w 0 are not ,if - :;; ~ ::l 'i: '" .- c '" >. ... '" 0 

result in about 170 '000 pe6'ple losing traditional Labor supporters but who 0 ~ 0 '2 § !:: ..:! c ~'i:! ,E .... '" ~ -;; ..g 
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cates for welfare recipients. . d~nce, thersald, that Mr, Blair an- ...Q .;; ~ ~ -,= ,5 <::> iJ'tiS E, E tiS '" ~ E i:: 
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state under New Labor _ as the Dally Mail, a :popular, conservative f""'\ ,5 :5! -;:; :;:!Xl S l\j :: ID .g·o g: § tiS ~ Vl 
Labor Party calls itself in an effort to tablOid whose support for. him tends: """-t :u ~ ~ ~ ~ ,~ 8 'i: tio '* g ti 5. S 
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Moscow Court Weighs Jehovah's Witnesses Ban 

B~ CELESTINE BOHLEN hovah's Witnesses. withholding medical treatment - all 

<!I)l' ~l'\lJ Uorl, <!hncs 
TllURSDA y, fEBJWARY 11,1999 

MOSCOW, Feb. 10 - Seven years 
ilgO, Nikolai Cherevatov, then·a Mos
cow University student, told his par
ents that his search for religion had 
led him to Jehovah's Witnesses, one 
of the fastest-growing proselytizing 
religious groups in Russia. 

"They were very upset," said Mr. 
Cherevatov, now 31 and a rigorous 
follower of the religious community 
that is now before a Moscow court, 
accused of inciting religious discord 
and threatened with a ban on its 
activities. 

"Papa said they were agents of the 

A case watched 
closely by religious 
groups

• 

choice, it was common sense. Now 1 
have a comparison to make. " 

A 1997 law on religion restricted 
nontraditional· denominations, and 
after that, the Orthodox Church kept 
pressures on its rivals. Last August; 
Aleksei II, Patriarch of the Russian 

American C.I.A. who would give me .. Orthodox Church, called for a ban on 
a' gun, and tell me.to shoot. my par- proselytizing faiths, pat:ticularly 
ents if there was a war," he said. those that try. to lure people away 
"Mama said no good could come 'from the "religions of thelr.ances

. from a close reading of .the Bible." tors." 
As a 'child in a Ukrainian village, The case now before a Moscow 

Mr. Cherevatov spent Sunday morn- civil court, heard in a small court: 
ings in the local Russian Orthodox room, Is being 'closely watched by 
Church with his grandmother. Later religious and human rights groups as 
when he Joined the Young Commu" the first significant attempt to use 
nist League, he had to stop going to the law to restrict worship. Also. 
church. But as soon as religious free- watching will be Secretary of State 
dom dawned in the ruins of the Sovie! Madeleine K. Alb-right, who raised 
empire, he began exploring his faith: the case with her Russian hosts dur-

His journey began inside Russian. 'ing a recent visit, and the United 
Orthodoxy, but in the end led him qut States Senate. which has on its books 
of it - a trajectory that has been a law that· links American aid to 
repel!ted by hundreds of thousands Russia to religious freedom. 
of other Russian Christians, and set If the judge agrees with the pros
off alarms in the Russian Orthodox ecutor, Jehovah's Witnesses - an 
Church about inroads into their flock - aggressively proselytizing communi
made by what its priests call "totali- ty with 130,000 believers in Russia 
tarian sects." 'could lose their legal status and be 
. "The script is always the same," banned in Moscow; where 10,000 fol

Mr. Cherevatov said. "I left my lowers reside. Technically, their na
church, I betrayed the beliefs of my, tional status would not be affected 
forefathers, of my country, But no- but many fear that such a ruling 
body ever asks why I left the church. ' would onJy encourage local judges to 
II was not fanaticism that led to this follow suit, and not only against Je

"If they are successful in this case, 
then it will be terrible," said Lyud:' 
mila Alekseyeva, president,.of the 
International Helsinki Federation, 
"because after that, they will feel 

. free to attack othergroups." . 
Mrs. Alekseyeva,long a campaign

er for human rights, said that "in a 
closed society like Russia, people 
don't like anything that is not 'ours.' 

. When I ask people what issodanger
ous about the Jehovah's Witnesses, 
nobody can answer, but they are sure 
they, are, anyway. But this is not a 
theological problem. It Is a human 
rights problem." 

The atmosphere ilt the hearing to- ' 
day in a grimy court building in a. 
neighborhood north of the Kremlin 
where one of two elevators was bro
ken, its doors ,kept open by a broken 
chair - carried faint hints of ·Soviet, 

. times. when political and· religious 
dissidents were shuffled from'trial to 
trial. 

Today, more than 100 Jehovah's 
Witnesses in wool coats and soggy 
boots gathered silently outside the 
courtroom doors. Many said ;they 
were prepared to wait as long as it 
takes for the judge to reach a resolu
tion, even weeks. 

"We cherish our truth," said Lena 
Sijanova, 27, who joined the Jeho
vah's Witnesses With' her mother, 
"and they are'trying to take it away. 
But you cannot forbid people's right 
to their faith because that right 
comes \lnly from God." . 

According· to the complaint filed 
by a Moscow district prosecutor, the 
Jehovah's Witnesses have violated 
the 1997 law by preaching religious 
discrimination, breaking up families, 

,in the name of their "one true reli-; 
: gion." After ari exhaustive textual 
analysis of literature disseminated 
by the Witne'sses' door-to-door prose
lytizers, ,the prosecutors concluded 
that "overseers" in Russia and 
abroad "not only control the spiritual 
environment of the congregation, but 
also subject the manner of life, think- ' 
ing, psyche and conduct of every 
member of the sect." 

"The sect hils, a strong anti-Gov-' 

ernment, antisocial and anti-lradi

.' tional as well as anti-Christian orien
tation," the prosecutors said. More 
than 21 witnesses al'e prepared to ;:testify to the damage'wrought by 

Jehovah's Witnesses on their family 

life and finances. Written testimony. 

has been provided by' a top exper~ 


from' the Serbski Cenler for Social 

and 'Forensic Psychiatry notori
 T 

ou~ in Soviet times for its ",treat
'ment" of dissidents· - who found 

thai "the teaching and activity of 

Jehovah's Witnesses contains fac

tors that may lead to neuroticism 

and a state of depression." 


But the essence of the case is 

strangely enough theological, pre

senting the unlikely scenario of a 

district court judge, born and trained 

in Soviet state atheism, sorting 

through arguments about the coming 

of Armageddon and views of relative 

religiOUS superiority. 


"It, amounts to a theological dis

cussion," said Albert Polanksi, the 

Moscow representative of the' com

munity's world ·headquarters. "And 

yet, Jehovah's Witnesses are recog

nized by the Council of Europe and 

as Russia is a member, v.ie should be 

fully protected." 


http:president,.of


i 

OSl.J 1QA ~ -; •.t\ TKE PRESIDENT liAS SEEN I 
\\J,~.~ . . 6/~~1 '1 '+1 

I. \l"Ji:!!~'~&~. CENTER ON BUDGET . ~~\-
~~Blr~I~1 AND POLICY PRIORITIES ~ 

Revised August 12, 1996 
.. I 

THE DEPTH OF THE FOOD STAMP CUTS I 

lNTHEFINAL·WELFARE·BILL· 

The conference agreement includes $27.7 billion in food stamp cuts. 1 More ilian 
half of the non-Medicaid savings in bill stems from cuts in the food stamp program.! 
When the Administration last year released its highly publicized analysis estimating 
that the welfare bill which President Clinton later vetoed would add more than one I 
million children to the ranks of the poor, it found the food stamp reductions to be one 
of the principal factors responsible for this large projected increase!n child poverty. I 
The recent Urban Institute report on the effect of this year's legislation on poverty also 
noted that the food stamp cuts were a main factor behind its estimate that the bill . 
would push 1.1 million children, and 2.6 million people overall, into poverty.' 

Under the bill, food stamp benefits would be cut almost 20 percent in 2002, with' 
average food stamp benefits falling from about 80 cents per person per meal to 66 cehts 
per person per meal. A substantial portion of the food stamp benefit reductions in bbth 
bills would come in ~ form of across-the-board benefit reductions that would affe~ 
nearly all recipient households, including families with children, the working poor, the 

\ elderly, and the disabled .. Only about two percerit of the savings in the bill wouldcJme 
from provisions to reduce fraud and abuse, impose tougher penalties on recipients Jho 

. violate program requirements, orreduce administrative costs. 

Despite the size of the food stamp reductions, little attention has been paid to 
their effect on the abilitY of poor households to purchase food. This analysis \lses food 
stamp survey data to assess the magnitude of the food stamp benefit reductions. that 
various types of low-income households would encounter, including families with . 
children, the working poor, and the elderly. It finds the bill would result in substantial 
reductions in average benefits and food purchasing power for all of these groups. . 

1 This, total includes $3.B billion in cuts in food stamp benefits for legal immigrants and their families, 
$3.7 billion of which are in the immigrant title of the bill. This total also includes $345 million in reductions 
from freezing the food stamp standard deduction for fiscal year 1997. This standard deduction cut appe¥s 
both in the welfare legislation and in the agricultural appropriations bill for fiscal year 1997. Because ! 

. Congress gave final passage to the agricultural appropriations bill shortly before the welfare bill, CBO has 
attributed the $345 million in savings from this cut to the appropriations bill and has not included it in th~ 
CBO tables showing the savings in the welfare bill. Either way, however, food stamp households will feci 

, the effect of this cut. . . .' ." . . .\ 
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WHOM Do THE FOOD STAMP REDUCTIONS AmCT? 

Families With Children2 

Under the conference ~greement, families with children would absorb $18.4 bil
lion - or aboutt-wo.thirds-" of the food stamp cuts over siX'years. In:1998, families 
with children would lose an average of $435 in food stamp benefits. Approximately 6.7 

, million families with child~en are projected to receive food stamp benefits in 1~98. 

Working Poor HOUSeholds 

The food stamp program provides important assiStance to working poor fami~ i,: 

lies., In 1994, s<;>me 2.3 million food stamp households included at least one worker. 
Workirlg poor households, including both working poor households with children ,and 
those withoutchildren, would absorb $5.4 billion of the food stamp cuts'-' or about" 
one out of every five benefit dollars cut -'over the nextsix years.' Stated another way" 
working poor fanulies would see their food stamps cut an average of $356 in 1998. By 
2002, these families would lose,an average of $466 per year in food stamps. 

.. '... ' 

Elderly Food Stamp Recipients 

Over six year~ the bill would rut food' stamp benefits' for households that, , . 
include elderly me~bers by $2l?illion. On C:)verage,·the 1.75 milli<?n households with ,'. 
eldedy members would lose $167 per year in food stamp benefits in 1998~ -Elderly 
households :would lose $243 per year in 2002. In dollar terms, th~ average fO<?d stamp 

.cUt for elderly households is lower than for other families because elderly households. 
typically include fewer people and, therefore, receive smaller average benefits. (Food 
stamp h,enefits vary with household size.) The bill would red,~ce food stamp benefits 
.for elderly households by one-fifth. , ' , , 

. ,The Poorest 0Ithe Poor: Families Below Half the Pewerty Line 
" ~ . , 

.. Half of the food stamp cUts in bin :would be absorbecfby the more than three 

'million food stamp households with incomes below halfof the federal poverty line. 

Half,the poverty line fora fam~ly of three now is $6,250.' , . . 


Irl1998, food ,stamp households with ~comes below half the poverty line would 
lose an average of $656 per year in fooQ. stamp benefitS. By 2002, these households' 
would face food stamp cuts ~veraging $790 per year. ' " ' . " 

2 HoUseholds may bedassified in more than one category. For example, ahousehold may be defined as 
both a working poor household and alJousehold that includes an elderly member, . , 
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Non-Elderly Adults Without Children 

The conference agreement is particularly hal'Sh on non-elderly adults that are 'not 
raising children. Under the bill, households without elderly members or childr~nl . 
would face $8.4 billion in food stamp cuts over six years.' Beginning in 1999, these 
households would see their food stamp benefits cut an aven~.ge of 40 percent. 

, Immigrants 

Under the conference agreement, most legal immigrants would be made wh.olly .... 

ineligible for food stamps. (illegal immigrants are already ineligible for food stamps. 

A study conducted for the Reagan Administration foUnd that less than 1/100 of one 


,. ,percent of the people getting food stamps might be illegal aliens improperly on th~ . 
. program.) This provision is more severe than the immigrant provisions in last yea:~'s 

HouS:e welfare bill, which would have permitted food stamp benefits to continue fbr 
those legal immigrants who have been in the United States more than five years~d are 
at least 75 yeal'S of age or who are too disabled to n,aturalize. The new bill includes no 
such exemptions and would make poor legal immigiants who are over 75 or perm~- . 
ently disabled ineligible for food stamp assistance. 

Average Annual Food Stamp Cuts P~rHousehold 
'I Under Welfare Conference Agreement 

FY2001 

$1,000 .,.-----------------, 

$790 
$800 

$600 

$400 

$200 

$0 
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Children 'PovenyUne 
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Food Stamp Cuts In th$ Final Welfare Blli (H.R. 3734) 
:Average Cut Per Average Cut Per' 

'-" Food Stamp Food Stamp 
Household, ' Household, 

Alabama $253. $356 


Alaska $342 $459 


Arizona $402; $495 


Arkansas $236, $338 


California, ' $537· '$603' 


Colorado $344 '$443 


Connecticut. ' $440 
.; , , $532 


Delaware ' $360 ,$459 


Dist. of Col. $300 ' : \$409' 


Florida $408 '$487 


Georgia $262 ' $366' 


Guam $384 $518 " 


Hawaii $327 $422 

'I

Idaho $303 $398 

Dlinois $346" $452 . 

. Indiana, $295 $402 

Iowa ,$293 $396 

Kansas $346 $448 . 
Kentucky $272 $382 

, ~ 

Louisiana: $274' .' $377 

Maine' '$384 l .$484 

Maryland" $39~ :',·$501 

Massachusetts ,$523 
.-

$599 

Michigan $373 ' $477 

Mirinesota $386 
," 

,$479 

Mississippi . $247 '$350· 

Missoun $290 $398' 

, , 

Average CutPer Average Cut Per 
FoodStaDlP Food Stamp 
Household Household 

Montana $290 $387 


Nebraska' $258 $353 


Nevada.' $346 "$446 


New H~mpshire ' $~60 $4q6 


NewJersey " $418' . $506 


' NewMexico $350 $433 

New York $629 $704 

North Carolina $-242 $342 

North Dakota ' $270 $370 

Ohio. $342 $45~ 

Oklahoma $274 $378 

Oregon $423 $522 

PEmnsylvania . $351 , $465 

:Rhode Island, $668 $755 

South Carolina $235 $337 

SouthDakota $259 " $360 

Tennessee ' $299 $413 

Texas $433 ' ' ,$514 

Utah $348 $446 

Vermont $375 ' $468 

, Virgin Islands $312 $423 

Virginia· $298 $399 

Washington $559 $654 

West Vii'ginia $216 $314 

WisconSin $348, $438, 

Wyoming $282 $387 

U.S. Average $394 . $488 
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Total Food Stamp Cuts In the Final Welfare Bill (in millions) 

Total Food Total Food' 

Stamp Cuts Stamp Cuts 


Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Dist. of Col. 

Florida 

Georgia 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

MassaChusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

$79 $363 

$8 	 $36 

$84 . $410 

$40 $183 

$781 $3,987 

$49 $235 
.'. 

$59 $286 

$10 $50 

$19 $89 

$317 $1,572 

$130 . $601 

$3 $14 

$28 $133 .,

$13 $64 

$232 $1,101 

$67 $312 

$32 $148 

$36 $170 

$78 $357 

. $106 $492 

$32 $152 

$91 $442 

$105 $528 

$217 $1,035 

$66 $318 

$69 $317 

$103 $478 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

UtaIt 

Vermont 

. Virgiit Islands 


Virginia 


. 	Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

U.S. Average 
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Total Food 
Stamp Cuts 

$12 

$16 

$23 

$12 

$132 

$41 ' 

$762 

-$96 

$7 

$231 

$62 

$78 

$254 

$32 

$50 

$7 

$123 

. $501 

$20 . 

$13 

$6 

$105 

$147 

$42 

$52 

$5 

$5,680 

Tob.l Food 
I 

Sta~p Cuts 

$58 


$76 


$108 

\$57 
$650 . 

.$203 

$3J885 

~2 

I
$31 

$1,084
I

'$287 
! 

$381 
I 

. $1,188 
I

$164 
·1 

$~31 
I 
$33 
I 

$565 

$2,505
I 

$97 

~64 

$28 

J,91 

$7B5 

$1~0 

$2~9 


I
$25 

$2.7,797 
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. 	 THE PREStDENT, HAS Sr.!" vJI-
I CENTER ON BUDGET <j I~ ,;)., ~ I~ 

AND POLICY PRIORITIES 
August 15, 1996 

THE TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE NEW WELFARE LAw 

by Jocel~ GUYer; CiIldy Mann and DavidA: Super' 

Introduction 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of'1996 
includes nine titles, affecting most major low-income programs, including AFDC,'food 
stamps, Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), child welfare and child support. 
The scope and potential impact of the changes in low-income programs iri this bill are 
unprecedented. Some of th~ changes are effective upon or soon after enactment of the bill. 
,Other changes will be implemented over the course of the next fiscal year or later, and still 
other changes are subject to state discretion -' when and how thes,e changes are made ate 
matters left largely to the states. ' 	 : 

, " This paper reviews the dates by which the major changes in welfare, Medicaid and 
the food stamp program must be implemented, or could be implemented at state option! 
While many qf the ch~ges required by this bill must be put into effect.quickly, states h~ve 
time for a thoughtful impl~mentation process in some key areas, including most of the b,bic 
decisions about the design and direction of their welfare programs. Given the scope and 
potential consequences of the changes t:1;lat are about to occur, it is imperative that states I 

take full advantage of every opportunity for careful consideration of the policy choices and 
implementation issues presented by this historic legislation.' 

Overview of the Effective Dates for the Key Welfare, Medicaid and Food Stamp 
Provisions 	 ' 

Welfare and Medicaid Provisions 

• 	 States have until July 1, 1997 to submit a new state plan to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services outlining how they intend to run the prograrhs 
funded under the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block grant I 
("TANF"). Submission of a new state plan signals a state's entrance into ~e 
new block grant system. States have the option of entering the new system 
early by submitting their state plans prior to July 1, 1997. The date ofplan I 

submission is the eJJectivedate for most of the welfare-related provisions in the new 
law, including the 60-month lifetime limit on receipt offederally funded assistante. 

, . The T ANF block grant will begin to affect all' states during federal fiscal Jear 
1997, which runs from October I, 1996 through September 30,1997. Dutg 
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federal fiscal year 1997, states cannot receive more assistance than they are' 
,	due under the bill's block grant funding formula, but they also are not 

guaranteed their' full blockgrant allocatiQns unless they spend the entire 

federal fiscal year under, the n~w system. , ' 

". . , , " 	 .' , 

- BecaUse of case10ad declines, the block grant,alloca~ons for most. states, ' 
which are based on historic spending levels, will be higher 'than the federal 
payments the state would receive in federal fiscal year 19~7 under the AfDC , 

,program. Moststat~s, therefore, Will not experjencefiscal preSsure in fiscal 
year 1997 to make changes to keep spending below their block grant 
allocations;,they can take time to consider how they wantto structure, their 
new programs and implement program changes. (For example, the states 

, ' must be ready when they enter ,the new system to track the monthS of receipt, 
of aid under the new time limit.) 'On the other ha.rid~ these same states have a 
'financial incentive to enter the new system at the earliest possible date in 
order to capture lisurplus" bl~p< grant allocation dollars for as much of, ' 
federal fiscal year 1997 as poSsible. States may be able to resolve the tension 

, betweenneeding time,to plan anp implement major chang~ and waI)ting to ' 
, miridmize federal funding in fiscal year 1997 by submitting state plans that , 

'largely keep their current systems intact and perhaps amending their state 
plans at a'Iater date., ' , " , ," " ' , 

, 	 ' 

-There i1fecaveats'to the rule that mostof'the welfare-related'provis~ons,in the 
bill go mto effect when a state submits a new state plan. States have at least 

, an additi.~ six:'month grace period after the:date, of submiss~on of their 
'plans to comply with selected prOvisions of the law, including the work 
,requirements. Additionally, t;he Secretary of Health and Human Servicefj has 

'limited or no explidt authority to enforce many provisions in the law., 
Consequently, states may not face adverse consequences for not having their 
programs conform to 'all of the new requirements by the operative effective 

, date., 

- 'States that CUl'1'eiltlyhave an AFoc waiver - and states that secure approval 
from. the Secretary of Health and Human Services for a pending or new ' 

,'waiver submitted prior .to the date of enactment of the law -'may follow the 
ten'ns of their waivers even if they are inconsistent with provisions'in ,the law. 

, States whose waivers are submitted prior to the date of enactment but ' 
, approv~dafter that date muSt, however, follow the work requirements 

established by the new; law. ' 

- Statf!S must'have'ne~ Medicaid procedures in place when they enter the. new 
system to ensure that any changes made in'their welfare programs will not 
affect children an~ parents' eligibility for Medicaid. 

, • . I 

• 	 The entitlement of any person to AFDC under Parts A and F of Title IV of the 
Social Security Act is terminated on October 1, 1,996 or ,earlier in any state that 
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.. 
enters the new system before this date. Individuals may continue to be 
entitled to AFOC under the existing state plan or pursuant to state law. 

• 	 Effective immediately upon enactment, states are prohibited from using 
federal block grant funds to provide aid ~ and they also are prohibited from 
providing Medicaid - to most legal immigrants who enter ,the country ori or.: 
after the date on which the bill becomes law. The ban extends five years after 
an immigrant's date of entry. States have the option to grant or ,to.deny 'Ii ".", 
assistance under TANFor Medicaid to legal immigrants alremly residing in the 
United States, although the earliest date on-which they can terminate aid to 
legal immigrants currently receiving benefits is January 1,1997. States are' 
required to indicate in their state plans whether or not they intend to 
continue to provide benefits under TANF to legal immigrants already 
residing in the United States. . 

Food Stamp Provisions 

• 	 Most legal immigrants not currently receiving food stamp benefits are 
ineligible for food stamps as of the date the bill becomes law ..For legal 
immigrants currently receiving food stamps, states must terminate their 
benefits at the time of their next scheduled recertifications, but not later tllan 
a year after the'date of enactlnent. (Similar rules apply to the SSI programl) 

• 	 Several other changes in the food stamp program are effective upon I 
enactmedt, including changes in income exclusions and pro-rating rules. The 
quality control system, however, will not count errors states make under I 
these provisio~ until 60 days after they receive an implementation memo 
from the USDA. 

• 	 States have up to three months after the date of enactment to notify those 
unemployed food stamp reopients between the ages of 18 and 50 who are 
subject to a new.three-month time limit on the receipt of benefits during any' 
36-month period. The clock on the three-month limit on benefits does not! . 
begin to run until notice has been provided. States can immediately request ' 
waivers for areas with unemployment rates over 10 percent or for other areas 
in which insufficient jobs exist for people affected by this provision. I 

• 	 Many of the major provisions in the law that reduce food stamp benefits are, 
effective when states would otherwise be adjusting food stamp benefit 
calculations in October, 1996 or January, 1997. Thus, the inflation 
adjustments scheduled for October 1, 1996 will be modified according to 
provisions in the law, the adjustments in the standard deduction will be 
canceled, while the adjustments in .the basic benefit level (the "thrifty food 
planN

) and the limit on the value of vehicles that households may own will 
bothbe curtailed. On January 1, 1997, instead of removing the 'cap on thel 

shelter deduction, states will raise the cap by $3 to $250. 
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• 	 At any time after enactment, states can exercise numerous new state'options 
created by thelaw, including the option to adopt "simplified" food stamp 
program rules that are consistent with TANF program rules. 

The remainder of this paper provides more detail on when states must implement 
the changes described above. In addition, a chart is attached at the end of the paper 

. ; summarizing the implementation dates and enforcement meChanisms of the major T ANF, 
. Medicaid and food stamp provisions·in the new law. . . 

Implementation Dates for the Welfare and Welfare-relat8d Medicaid . Provisions, In 
General· . 	 . 

The date on which a state filst submits its state plan is the date on which it enters the 
. new system and on which'most of the T ANF provisions and the related Medicaid changes 
in the law go into effect for that state. States must submit a plan by July ~,1997. They have 
the option, however, to enter the new system earlier, at any time after the dale of 
enactment. . . 	 . 

Most of the TANF provisions go into effect.on the date that a state submits its plan. 
Beginning on .that date, for example, a state must track the number of months that families 
with an adult receive assistance funded under the block grant in order to apply the bill's 60
month lifetime limit on receipt of federally funded welfare assistance. . 

There are caveatS to the general rule that the T ANF provisions in the new law go 
into ef!ect on the date that a state submits its plan. First, the new law terminates . 
iridividuaIs' entitlement toAFDC. under Part A and F of Title IV of the Social Security Act 
on October 1, 1996, although nothing in the law precludes a state from guaranteeing· 
.assistance to all individuals eligible for aid under its TANF program.1 Second, as described 
in the next section, states have~a grace period of at least six months after they enter the new . 

. system duting which they. cannot be financially penalized for non-compliance with $elected . 
welfare provisions. Most significantly, states willbe given at least six months after they 
submit their state plans to come into compliance with the work participation requirements. 
And finally, as described in.the financing section, block grant financing limits begin to take,' 
effect on October!, 1996 regardless of when the state files its state plan. . .. 

Submitting a State Plan 

To enter the new welfare system,.a state must submit a new state plan to th~ 
. Secretary of Health and Human ~rvices. The Secretary must determine that ,a plan is 
complete before the state can receive T ANF funds, but she has no authority to disapprove a 
state's plan as long as the·plan contains the required elements. The plan must include a set . 

. : 	 ":: " 

1 The ~titlem.ent may ~xtend beyond October 1,1996 based on state plan prOvisions or state iaw. The . 
entitlement to AFOC under the Social Security Act may be terminated before October 1, 1996 in states that 
enter the new system priot: to that date." 	 . 
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of certifications and provide an outline of how the state intends to'run its T ANF 
program(s). For example, planS must describe how the state intends to meet the work 
requirements, and it must set forth the objective criteria the state will use to determine 
eligibility,and deliver benefits. States also must certify in their plans that they have 
consulted local governments and "private sector organizations" about the plan and allowed 

, them at least 45 days to submit comments.2 

..,The Role o/State Legislatures 

Federal TANF funds received by a state must be subject to appropriation by the i 

state's legislature; States, therefore, cannot spend their block grant dollars Without ., 
allowing the legislature a role in determining how those dollars will be spent. It isuncl~ar, 
however, whether further legislative action is required during the first year (federal fischl 
year 1997) in states where legislatures have already passed their budgets approPriating /' 
funds under the AFDC system. The extent to which legislative involvement is reqUired 
with respect to the fiscal year 1997 appropriation and the development ,of the TANF state 
plan may depend,on the laws in an individual state. 

Effective Dates, fQr Specific Welfare and Related Medicaid Provisions 

The new law contains a number of restrictions on states' use of federal block grant 
dollars.3 While the federal government has no clearly defined authority to enforce many of 
the new restrictions, tqe Secretary of Health and Human Services is directed to reduce the 

,block grant allocatiC?flS of states that fail to comply with specific provisions of the new l~w.4 
This section briefly describes the various requirements and restrictions imposed on stat~, , 

, beyond the general requirement that they submit a state plan by July 1, 1997, organized 
with reference to the date on which the provision becomes effective and whether the 
provision is clearly enforceable by the Secretary.s ' 

" There is no definition of private sector organizations in the bill. 

3 For a detailed description of the legislative provisions relating to TANF, see Greenberg and Savner, A ' 
I ' 

Detailed Summary of Key Provisions ofthe TANF Block Grant ofH.R. 3734, the Personal Responsibility and Work ' 
Opportunity Reconciliation ~ct of 1996, Center' for Law and Social Policy, August 13, 1996. ' I 

4 The new law also includes a general penalty clause allowing the Secretary to reduce a state's block 

grant allocation if an audit reveals it has used federal funds in violation of the purposes of the TANF 

program. It is possible that this general penalty could be used to enforce provisions of the bill not 

associated with aspecific financial penalty. 


5 One provision that does not fit into this framework is a requirement that not later than one year after the 
, date of enactment states must require selected adults- those who have received assistance for two .rtonths 

and who are subject to work requirements, but not yet engaged in work - to participate in communihr 
service employment. States may opt out of this provisionby notifying the Secretary of Health and Hfunan 
Services. They also have the authority to define the tasks that constitute community service emplo~ent ' 

, , , ( tirtl ed ), , con u ... 
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Provisions E.nforceabl~ Beginning on the Date a State Submits Its New Plan " 
, . .', 

The follo~g provisions go into effect on the date a state submits its new state plan. ' 
For states that wait until the deadline to enter the new system, that date will be July 1,1997. 

, These provisions are clearly enforceable in the sense that the Secretary of Heaith and , 
. Human Services is specifically directed to reduce the block grant allocations of states that 

fail to comp~y with them.6 Th~ related Medicaid provision is enforceable by the Secretary 
under the,current rules ,goverriing the Medicaid program. 

Time limit. The bill prohibits states from providing any aid using federal-block ·grant 

dollars to a family that includes an adult who has received assistance for 60 months (not 

necessarily consecutive) except for families granted a hardship exemptiOn.' A state must 

start the 6O-month clock for recipients on the date that the state enters the n~w system. The 

federal time limit is prospective - a state may not count toward the time limit any months 

that a family spent on welfare prior to the date on which the state filed its initial state plan.s 


States that fail to comply with the60-month limit will have their basic block grant· . 

allocations reduced by five percent. One implication of the 6O-month time limit and the 

penalty that attaches to a state's failure to comply with-this provision.is that sta~es are at 

riSk if they enter the pew system before having the capacity to track the number of months 

spent on welfare, including the cumulative receipt of aid by fanillies who move on and off 

qf programs funded under T~: 


, , . ' 'Prohibltion on sanctioning parents who cannot obtain care for a child under age _ 
six. In applying the wolk requirements (discussed below), states cannot reduce or deny 
assistance under the block grant to a single-parent with a child under age six who is unable 
to comply with these requirements because she cannot find child care. ' The Secretary is, 
directed to reduce the federal block grant allocations ofstates that violate this provision by 
up to five percent. Note that the lack of child care doeS not stop the time-limit clock from 
running, although states may_decide to treatIa'ck of child care as a basis for granting a 
hardship exemption from the time limit. ' 

5 ( ...continued) 

and to establish the number 9f hours per week affected individuals must participate in those tasks. ' 


6 States that face a reduction in their block grant allocations due to non-compliance with provisions of the 

bill must replaCe their lost federal dollars with state spending on T ANF. The state spending must be in ' 

addition to any spending a state does to satisfy the maintenance-of-effort requirement included in the bill. 

States that fail to replace lost federal dollars will have their federal block grant allocations further reduced 

in the following fiscal year. 


7 A state mayoffer hardship exemptions from the t:i.ri1e limitto up to 20 percent of i~ caseload. 

8 States have the option of imposing:a shorter.t:iIrte limit and may be allowed to impose a retrospective 

time limit~ States also are allowed to ,use their own money to provide assistance tofamilies beyond the 60
month federal time limit. Any money a state spends for this purpose can be counted by a state to meet the 

maintenance-of-effort requirements. ' 
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Medicaid for children and parents who qualify based on current AFDC rules. 
Current state AFDC income and asset rules as well as the standards that largely limit AIpC , 
to single-p~1rent families with children (i.e., the "deprivation rules") are carried over to ~e ' 
Medicaid program to assure that welfare changes do not affect Medicaid eligibility for 
children and parents who currently receive Medicaid as well as for those who apply in the 

, future.9 As of the. d~te a s~~e submits its state pl~ ~de~ the block grant, ?state ~ust I 
cover under MedicaId families who meet the depnvation rules and whose mcome and ' 
assets are below the state's AFDC standards ~ of July 16,1996:10 Eligibilityfof Medicaid 

will not be linked to receipt of aid under the block grant. lI States must also assure that 

transitional Medicaid assistance is provided 'to families who would otherwise become 

ineligible for M~dicaid due to earnings or child support . 


.., 
Provisions Enforceable No Earlier Than Six Months 

After a State Submits Its Plan 

, The following provisions also are technically effective on the date that a state enters 
the new system and can be enforced by the Secretary with financial pei\ciities. They will) 
however, be eriforced with respect to conduct that occurs no earlier than six months aftet a 
state submits its plan. Sp~cally, they will be enforced beginning six months after the 
date on which a plan is submitted unless a state enters the new system early. States that' 
enter early will have six months or until July 1, 1997, whi,chever is later, before they will 
face financial penalties for failing to comply with these provisions. ' 

, Thus, stat~ that enter.the new system betw.een ~e date the b~ ~ enacted and I ' 
January 1, 1997 will ha*e until July 1, 1997 to comply WIth these prOVISIOns; states that enter 
the system between January 1,1997 and June 30, 1997 will have six months from the dat~ 
the plan is submitted to comply with these' provisions; and states that enter the new syst~m 
on the latest allowable date, July 1, 1997; will have until January 1, 1998 to comply; I 

, Work program participation rates; States are required to have a growing portiod of , 
theiI.caseloads in work activities over the next severaI years, according tQ the schedUle !, 
provided below. 12 , States must meet two separate work participation requirements -'one 

9 These deprivation ruleS will not require a change in Medicaid application procedures since states 

already determine family composition for purposes of Medicaid eligibility 8f!.d to identify child support 

obligations. , ". 


10 States can lower their income standards but not below May, 1988levelsr and they can raise their 

standards but not by an amount greater than the increase in the Consumer Price Index. 


11 States may, however, terminate Medicaid coverage for adults and minor parents heading households 
whose cash assistance under the TANF block grant is terminated due to a refusal to work. ~tates,cannotl 
deny Medicaid to pregnant women on these grounds. ' " ' , I 

12 The work participation requirements ate a particularly complex and detailed section of the bill. They 
are covered here in only a general fashion. ' , I 
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for allfanillies and one for twO-parent fam.UiesY' The new law defines what <7onstitutes a . 
countable work activitY and prescribes the number ofhours a weekan individual must.Pe.'-· . 
engaged in such an activity to be counted as a work "participant."For example, during '.,' ..1 1 

fiscal year 1998, a singl~parentwill qualify as "participating" only if she is engaged.in a',:" 
. countable work activity for at least 20 hours per week, while the ~orker in a two-parent '. 
family must be engaged in a work activity for at least 35 hours per week.14 

Work Participation. Rat.~.Requ.lrements. 

.. 
All F.milies 

, 
, " , , 

,'Two-Parent Families : ~ . J ., 

Fiscal Year 
Participation 
. Rate 

Houn of Work 
Required 

Participation 
Rate 

Houn of Work 
Required' 

1997 (noteItforced unlesS , 
state enters early). ' 

'25% 20 75% 35, . 

'1998 (enforced beginning .. ' 
1/1/98 or earUer if state, " 
enters the, new system 
early) ,', .. 

'30% 20 75%-. 
.

., 

35 
" 

" 

1999 (enforced)' ., 35% 25 90% 35 

2000 (enforced) .. 40% " .. 30 90% 35 

.2001 (enrorced) .', .' .. 4s0/~ 30 90% 35:· . 

2002 (entoi-ced) 
\ 'I .. ". 

, 
50% : 30, 90% 35 

, , 

In practice, lower participation rate requirements than those listed in the table above 
may apply in individual states in light of a.provision known as the "caseload reduction 

.. ' credit." The credit reduces a stat~'s required work participation rates by the extent to 
. whicJ:i.a"state'scaseload haS cieclined relative to federal fiscal year 1995 levels. Specifically,' 

a state's participationtates are red"4ced by,the number of percentage points by which the 
,	number offamilies receiving assistance ~der TANF fell below the number that 'received 
assistance under the AFDC program in fiscal year 1995. For example, if a state's caseload' 
fell by eight percent between fiscal year 1995 and fiscal year 1996, in fiscal year 1997, the 
state would,be requiredcto meet a work participation rate for all families of 17 percent (25 
percent - eight percentage' points), instead of the standard 25percent. , Caseload declines ' 

, attributable to federal restrictions and changesm state eligtbility criteria, however, are not, 
'allowed, to be counteq, toward this case10ad r~duction credit. " 

13 The bill directs the Secretary of H~th and Human Services to reduce the block grant allocations of ' 
states that fail to meet the work participation requirements by up to five percent in the next fiscal year. If 
non-compUance continues, the penalty increases by up to two percentage points a year but cannot exceed 
21 percent of a state's block grant allocation.' ',' 

14 :rhebm does not address how the work participation'requirements are to be adculated for sta~ where 
, the requirements are nOt in effect for the full fiscal year. 
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Sanctions for failure to cooperate in collecting child support. Under the new , 
system, states are req:uired to impose harsher sanctions than allowed under.current law bn, 
families where'the parent does not cooperate fully in establishing paternity and colle~g , : 
child support. States must reduce by atleast 25 percent the payments ~de to any family" ' 
not coop~ratingfully; as well as eliminate assistance for an entire family if the head of t:h!e 
family declines to assign support rights to the state. I 

Additional Provisions •.,States,also.may.face1ihanciaLp~alties,subject tQ the gr~ce 
period, if they do not comply with new data reporting requirements; if they do not operate· 

, a system to veri.(y the accuracy of information they receive from applicants about their, I 
income, citizenship status and other issues affecting their eligibility for T ANF assistance; 
and if they do not satisfy child support enforcement standards. 

,Major Requirementsfor Which There is No Specified Federal Penalty 

The effective date of the provisions'listed below is the date on ~ru.ch a state ente~ 
, the new system. The Secretary ofHealth and Human Servites has notbeen given any ! 

specific authority to impose penalties to enforce these requirements, although there'is a .• 
general penalty clause'in the bill that allows the, Secretary to reduce a state's block gr.antl' , 
allocation if an audit establishes that it has used federal funds "in violation" of the ' 
requirements in the new law. The Secretary's enforcement authority is particularly unclear 
with respectto the first requirement.regarding work that is listed below. States, must I 

indicate in their state plans how they intend to comply with this requirement, but the lalf 
does not directly impo~ this requirement on states. . 	 . ' , ',' 

, 	 . 

• 	 States must include in their state plans a description of how they in,tend to 
require adults to engage in work after receiving TANF assistance for 24 
months (not necessarily consecutive).· 

• 	 States may not use federal block grant. funds to aid unmarried ininor parents ' 
who are not living at home or under the supervision of another adult relative 

, or legal guardian or who are not attending high school or an alternative 
education program. , 

• 	 " States must make an initial assessment of the skills, work experience, and 
employability of most TANF recipients. 

The Effect ofWaivers on Implementation Requirements 

States that have AFDC waivers, and states ,that secUre approval from the Secretai;y of 
,Health and Human Services for a pending or new waiver request prior to the date of 
enactment of the bill, can operate their programs under the terms of these waivers until 
their waivers expire. States that have applied for a waiver prior to enactment of the bill 
whose waivers are approved after enactment - but before July I, 1997 - also may follow' 

" the terms of those waivers, except that these states must comply with the work ' 
requirements in the new law. ' 
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, Within these parameterS, the law specifically provides that amendments to the title ' 
,of the law pertainirigto TANFshan not apply to the exterit such amendments are ' ' 

'inconSistent with 'a state's waiver,15 Thus, although the language ~ somewhat vague, it , 
appears that states with waivers'do not need to change their systems to conform with 
specific features of the law to the extent that the state's waiver already addresses the issue. 
For example, if a state has already imposed a time limif on ,the receipt of aid and has 
adopted exemptions and extensions applicable to its time limit, it would appear that the 20 
percent'cap on exemptions .to:the 60-month time limit would not apply to that state. , 
I:ilstead, the state's'exemptions would be'bas,edon the exemption criteria included in its 
waiver.16, ' ,,' " ' , " " 

, ' Financing Provisions 

, 'In general, states will receive block grant allocations fr0Ul the federal government 
that are based on historical spending and are frozen over the next six years, regardless of 

, the actUal cost of serving needy families~ ,The financing provisiOns miy bear significantly 
. on the decisions a state,~esabout how quickly to enter the new system.. ' 

',.' . 'Block Grant AllOCAtions - General Rules 

Under the newsystem, states will receive a fixed block grant allocation from the ' 
federal government to help finance their programs for low-income families with children.: . 
Unlike under the AFDC matching system, thefederal government's contribution to a state 
will not rise when a stite's spending rises, nor fall when a state's spending declines as long 
as a state meets its maintenanc~f-effortrequirement (see below). 

EaCh,state will receive an amount equal to the highest of its federal payments for 
'AFDC, JOBS, and, Emergency Assistance during (1) fiscal year 1995, (2) fiscal year 1994, or ' 
, (3) the average of federal payments for these ' programs during federal fiscal yearS 1992 
through 1994..~ch state's'basic block grant allocation will remain unchanged beginning in 
federal fiscal yeai' 1997 and continuing through federal fiscal year 2002. 

", 

15 The bill does not elaborate on how to evaluate whether a waiver is inconsistent with a proVision in the ' 
bill, l\ordoes it sPecify who has the authority to make this judgement. ' 

16 States' exemption policies under WWVefs are likely to be more generous than the 20 percent cap created 
by the new law. According to an analysis of state waivers conducted by the Center for Law and Social 

. Policy (CLASP), the portion of the caSeloa'd exempt from t:in\e limits in states terminating all cash aid to 
families after a specified period of welfare receipt range from an estimated 19 percent of all welfare 

, families in the state with the narrowes~ exemption pOlicy to 91 percent in the state with the broadest 
exemption policy. These estimates do not take into accOunt s~te policies granting extenSions of a time J.inUt 
to selected individuals, nor do they reflect the exemption policies of states that continue ,to provide some ' 
Cash aid ,or to require work a!f;er a family has received welfare for a specified period. For details; see Limits 
on Limits: State and Federal Policies on Welfare Time Limits by Greenberg, SaYner, and Swartz, CLASP, June, 
1996. ' " 
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.' Block Grant Allocations - Federal Fiscal Year 1997 

The amount of federal assistance that states can receive dUring fede~al fiscal year 
1997 will be capped at the level of their block grant allocations.11 States, however, are npt 
guaranteed their full block grant allocations in fiscal year 1997. The actual amount of 

. federal funds a state receives in fiscal year 1997 will depend on when the state enters the 
new system. " 

So long as states operate their welfare systems under the old AFDC .rules, their 
federal payments will be based on the AFDC matching formula.. Once a state enters the 
new system by submitting a state plan, it.will receive its. block grant allocation prorated 
according to the number of days left in the fiscal year. Thus, a state that enters the new 
system on March1, 1997 will receive federal AFOC matching payments from October 1, 
1996 through April 30, 1997 plus half of its federal fiscal year 1997 block grant allocation. 
Under no circumstances, however, can the combination of payments under the old and Aew 
system exceed a state's block grant allocation for federal fiscal year 1~? as a whole. I 

. For the majority of states, the full federal block grant allocation for fiscal year 1997 
may be greater than the amount of federal funds they would have received under the I 
AFDC matchipg rate system. This is because AFDC caseloads, and, to a lesser extent, , 
AFDC-related expenditures, have been decliriing since the base year(s) used ,to determin~ . 
the states' block grant allocations. ' 

, . As Table 1 (attached at the end of this paper) indicates, AFDC caseloads in the most 
recent period for whicH preliminary data for all states are available - the first eight mOrlths 
.of federal fiscal year 1996 - are lower than they were during the base year(s) used to I' 
determine·all but two states' block grant allocations. Although national expenditure data 
are not yet available on a state-by-state basis for recent years, expenditures in most stat~ 
appear to have declined along with caseloads although not always as steeply.IS . 

. The implicatiQIlS of state!)' declining caseloads and expenditures relative to the bleck 
grant base year(s) are two-fold.· On one hand, many states will not need to reduce benefits 
or restrict eligibility to keep spending withiri the confines of their block grant allocationsIin 
the near future. Thus, most states do not have to rush to submit a state plan and enter in,to 
the new ~ystem in order to make major changes that would keep spending below federal 

·1 

17 A state could submit a state plan before October 1, 1996 and receive part of its funding .for federal fiScal . 
year 1996 under the block grant system. .' . . ' .1 

1.8 Thus, the Congressional Budget Office has estimated that block grant allocations in fiscal years 1997 
and 1998 will be higher than expenditures projected for states under the AFDC system. Over time, I 
however, block grant allocations will be increasingly inadequate as inflation erodes their 'value and as " 
caseloads expand in response to.natural population growth or to economic conditions. COO projects that 
by 1999, federal funding will fall short of what would be provided under the AFDC program, and by' 2002, 
the funding shortfall is projected to reach more than $1 billion per year. Moreover, the bill provides states 
with no new funds with which to implement the increasingly stringent work requirements. . 
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, block grant levels. States haveitime to consider the implications of making any changes, " 
assUre broad input in the decision-making process,and make all necessary system " ' 

,adjustinentS. Tl¥s is particularly important given the many queStions that will need to be 
resolved about the meaning of variotisprovisions in the legislation, the interrelationShip: ' 
between the welfare changes and the,changeS in food stamps, Medicaid, SS! and other 
programs, and the profoundconsequei1ces for needy families and low-income communities 
of the changes that might b(fmade~ , 

, ' At the same time, the phenomena of declining caseloads and expenditures may 
,create incentives for states to enter the new system at the earliest possible date. As noted' 
above, the length of time during feperal fiscal year 1997 that 'states are opera~g their' " 
programs under the new system will determiri.e how much of their 1997 block grant ", 
allocations they will receive in addition to any matching payments they get while operating 
linderthe old system. 'Some states where block: grant allocations are expected to bring in .. ,' 

,more federal funds in federal fiscal year 1997 than the state would, receive under, the AFDC 
matching system may want to t;pend as much of the year under the new system as ' 
possible.t9, . -- , 

States may be able to reSolvE!,'the tension between the ~fi!edto proceed thoughtfully 
,and the desire to maximize federal payments in federal fiscal year 1997 by submitting a 

state plan that Wtiates the blockgrant payment but ,that does not make significant changes 

in the currentsystem. , Then, after the state has considered alternatives and s.olicited.input ' 


, from affected parties, the state plan could be amended ifnecessary to reflect additionru 
program' changes. There are·no specific limitations or requirements imposed on s~tes with 
respect to the state plan amendment-process.' , , , . , . , , " , 

'. 

In additioJi, as noted ahove,:a state may be able t~ continue to operate its current 
. system based onwaivers submitted.prior to the enactment 'of the new law, even'i( those 
waivers are inconsiStent with provisions of the law. In such cases, a staten'lay be able to 
submit a state plan baSed on the waivers ,and receive all or most of its federal fisc;:al year , 

, '1997 block grant allocation. ' 	 , , 

"Maintenance-of-Effort Requirement 

, Beginning in federal fiscal'year 1997, states must maintain spending at no less than 

80 percent of 1994 levels on AFDC benefits' and administration, Emergency Assistance, 

JOBS, and selected child care programs. The Secretary of Health and Human Services is 

directed. to reduce a state's block grant allocation during the following federalfiscalxearby 


'" . " 

19 Another consideration with respect to the fiscal consequences of entering the new system on a ' , 

particular date,is that ' the new law allows states to receive additioriallederal'dollars,for costs attnbutable to 

Il'I8k.i!tg Medicaid eligibility detenn,inations that would not have been incurred but for the Medicaid ' 

changes in the new law . .f\ state can 'receive these funds for expenses inCUrred in the first 12 calendar 

quarters in which it operates a program under TANF. A state that enters the new system after the quarter 

begins maY be foregoing some of th,e fun~'it would otherwise receive' under this proviSion. , " 
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,. 
. . the amount a state comes up short.2D States that comply with the work participation .rates 
. will be subject to a lower, 75 percent, maintenance-of-effort requirement. ,'.: 

Contingency Fund 
.' .'.' 

Beginning in federal fiscal year 1997, states may be eligible'to receive additional. . .. " 
federal payments worth up to 20 percent of their block grant allocations if they. experien1=e . 
particUlarly severe economic conditions (as evidenced by high unemployment. rates or~ge 
increases in food stamp caseloads21). The fund contains $2 billion for federal fiscal year 1997 
through federal fiscal year 2001. States cannot access the contingency fund unless they 
maintain state spending on welfare at 100 percent of base year levels. 

Additional Sources ofFunds for States 

The bill contains four other sources of funds for states that may provide them with 
very modest amounts of additional federal assistance. They are: (l)~upplemental gran~ for 
states with relatively rapid population growth and/or a history of low spending on their 
AFDC programs, available to states beginning in federal fiscal year 1998; (2) grants to sdtes 

. deemed by the Secretary of Health and Human Services to qualify as "high performing" I . 

states based on the quality of their T ANF programs, available to states beginning in fiscal 
year 1999; 3) grants to the five states that experience the largest decline in their out-of- I 
wedlock birth ratios, available beginning in federal fiscal year 1999;.and 4) a loan fimd from 
which states that have never been penalized for failing an audit of their T ANF programs 
may borrow money bepnrung in fiscal year 1997. 

Limits on ;Eligibility for Aid under TANF and Medicaid for Legal Immigrants 

Effective immediately upon enactment of the bill, states are prohibited from 
prOviding aid under the AFDC program and from using T ANF block grant funds to .aid 
most legal inuIUgrants who enter the country on or after the date the bill is enacted. 'The 
prohibition remains in effect for the immigrants' first five years in the country. 22 These 
same rules apply to the Medicaid program. States can, but are not required to, use state 
funds to aid these immigrants. 

:Ill There are complicated and important rules governing what spending qualifies as "maintenance-of
effort" spending. These rules' are not discussed in detail here. 

21 To qualify for contingency funds, a state's food stamp case10ad would have to u\crease at least 10 . 
percent over the lower of its 1994 or 1995 level, or its unemployment rate would have to rise to at least 615 
percent and be at least one-tenth higher than the state's unemployment rate in the same months of eithet of 
the two prior years. 

22 States may determine how legal immigrants are treated after the five year bar: 
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. . Limitations on providing aid under AFDC, TANFor Medicaid to most legal . ': '. 

immigrants who entered the country before the date of enactment are left to the states to 
decide. States have the option to grant or deny welfare or Medicaid to legal immigrants 
already reSiding in the United States on the date the bill is enacted into law. They must 

· indicate whether they will provide aid 'in their state plans under T ANF. If states opt to 
" terminat~'aid to immigrants now in thecourttry, they must wait at least until January 1, 

1997 before eliminating assistance for,those legal immigrants receiving welfare or Medicaid 
on the date of,enactment. However, states·may deny AFDC, aid under T ANF, or Medicaid 
at any tUne afterthe date'of enactm~t to those already in the United States who are not . 
receiving aid on that date.23 . 

Food Stamp Program Changes 
. 	 . 

: This section briefly describes the major changes in the food stamp program included 

in the new law. It is organized generally around the dates on which states must implement 

these Changes,-beginning with proVisions that states must start to implement on the date of 

eriactment. The section then desCribes changes to the arithmetic formula for computing '. 


· benefits and eligibility that will affect the adjustments that states already are scheduled to 
make on October 1, 1996 and January 1, 1997. It concludes with the timeline for 
implementing the new limiton benefits for certain unemployed recipientSan.;i with a 
section on the new optionto adopt simplified food stamp program rules. 

Required Food Stamp. Pro¢siims Effective Upon Enactment 
? 	 ' 

States are required to begin implementing the following changes upon enactment of' 

the bill. Although they are required to implement these changes immediately"the food 

stamp quality control (QC) system does not penalize states for inistakes made in the first 60 

days following USDA's iSsuance of an implementiIlg memorandum. This effectively gives . 


· states 60 days after issuance of the implementing memorandum to bring local offices into 

full compliance. 


. . . Among the mandatory changes that will require specific action from states to 
implement are the following: .. 

. • Ending the income excl~ions for state energy assistance; certain vendor 
. payments for homeless households, and the earnings of high school students . 
between the ag~ of1S and 22. ' 

• 	 IncreasiIi.g the pen~ties on people violating various food stamp work rules as 
well as rules in other programs. 

, . 
. 73 The bill eXempts selected groups of immigrants from these provisions, inducting (1) refugees, asylees, 

and immigrants granted withholcting of deportation during their first five years in the country; (2) legal 
, immigrants who are veterans and service members, as weihs their spouses and unmarried dependent 
child.ren:; and (3) certain legal immi~ts who have worked for at least40 quarters (10 years). 
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,. 
• 	 . Pro-rating the food stamps of hQuseholds (other than migrant farm workers) 

who reapply after haVing been off of the program for periods of less than lione 
~&.,' 	 ! 

The.food stamp rules for new iegal immigrants .a1so begin to apply on the. date Je 
bill is enacted.24 New legal immigrants who enter the country on or after the day of . 
enactment, and any legal immigrants already residing in the country who are not on that 
day receiving food.stamps,.will not-be eligible Jorlood stamps upon enactment. The 
remaining group of legal immigrants - those who' are already residing in the United States 
on the date of enactment and who are receiving food stamps on that date - will lose their 

food stamps at the time they are scheduled for their regular food stamp eligibility 

recertification but no later than a year after·the bill~s enactment.2S 


< ' 
. " 

Required Food Stamp Changes Effective October 1, 1996 and January 1, 1997 

. . Many of the major food stamp changes made by the. bill involv~ changes to the 

arithmetic formula for computing benefits Ulat willaffect the adjustments that states are 


. scheduled to make under. current law on October 1,1996 and January 1, 1997. As a result of 
these changes, on October 1, 1996 states will not make scheduled adjustments in the I 
standard deduction andth'e homeless shelter deduction. These adjustments are cancele" 
permanentlyby the bill. Also,the adjustments in.the basic benefit level (the uthrifty food 
plan") and the limit on th~ value of vehicles that households may own will both be ·1 

curtailed. States will not remove the cap on·the excess shelter deduction on January I, 1997 
as previously scheduled. InStead, they will increase the cap from $247 to $250 on that d~te; 
then it will remain froz'b at $250Jor 21 months. .: 

"Time Umit on Benefits for Unemployed Recipients 

. The bill imposes a new three-month time limit wi~ any 36-month period' on 
certain unemployed food stamp recipients between the ages of 18 and 50 who are not 
caring for a dependent child. (Under some circumstances a recipient could qualify for one 
additional three-month spell ofbenefits). The time limit goes into effect once a recipient 
has received notice of it, but no later than three months after ,the date of enactment. 
Therefore, states in effect have three months· from the date of enactment to provide notice. 
Thus, if the bill is signed on September 1,1996, states could notify food stamp recipients I 
affected by this proVision at any time between September 1 and December I, 1996 thafth~y 

2t See footnote 22 for a description of the groups of legal immigrants exempt from these limits on foOd 

stamp eligibility. 


2S Note that similar immigrant eligibility rules also apply to the 55! program. And, many of the people 
who lose 55I as a result of ~ese rules .also may lose their Mec!icaid coverage as well. Current 55! recipieftts 
must be sent notice of the new law by March 31, 1997. The Social Security Administration then must hold 
individual redetermination interviews with each affected recipient. Those found ineligible must be 
terminated the month following the finding. 

15 

http:enactment.2S
http:enacted.24


are subject tcHhe new time limit. Once notification is provided, the~lock starts to tun and 
aid is liinited to three'months in any 36-monthperic.xi;26 . '. ' 

, , 

At any.time after the date of enactInent, states can request waivers from .. this 
" provision for areas in which unemployment rates are over 10 percent or other areas in . 

which there are insufficient jobs available for this population. The lack 6f sufficient jobs can 
be measured in numerous ways from a range of available data or from the experience of a 
state agency in'aSsessing conditions in local communities. ' 

, .:" 

.State Optionto,~Simplify" Rules 

The bill gives the' states an option to nnplement a usimplifiedfood stampprogram" 
under which similar rules on matters such as ca1c1.J1ating income are .used for both welfare 
~d food stamps. The Simplified food stamp program can be applied to households Uin 

" which all members receive assiStance Under a State program funded under part A of title IV 
of the SOcia1Security Act," and, ifUSDA approves, 'to households in .which some but not all 

'. members receive such aid. Sirice both AFOC and TANF eXist under su]:)title IV-A of-the 
_" Social Security Act, the'simplified food stamp .program·can be applied to both; a state need 

,not have implemented TANF 1;'>efore optiIlg into:the simplified food stamp ,program. 
'. > 

On the·other hand, sin~ the s~plified'(ood stamp program allows states to· . 
conform food stamp rules with welfare rules, states planiUng significant changes in those'. , 
rules when they move from AFDC to T~1\JF will probably prefer to waitto implement the 
simplified food stamp program until they ~ve made the transition to TANF. There is no 
liIriit on when a state can opt to apply simp~ed,rules from AFDC or T ANF. " .' 

, • • "~I :'" .' ~.. , .t 
, " 

" , 

" 'J 

.~ . 

" . 

26 If a'person subject to thiS pro~ion has returned, to work for at least a,month during which he or she 
averaged 20 hours per week, after using up the three months of benefits and then loses the work, the ' 
peisOn may retumtothe program for an additional three months out of .the 36-month period. This 
exception" however, may ~ used only once by an individual during any 36-month period., 
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Table, 1 : Recent Trends In States' Caseloads and Changes In Caseload Since the Year(s) 
J That Will be,Used to Determine Block Grant Allocations 

Base year(8) Average C~ange 
used to AFDC caseload betw~nbase 

detennlnea , duringthe year(,) and the 
Average AFDC Caseload In Recent YearS (In thousands) state'8 block ' first 8 months first 8 months 

FY82 FY93 FY94, FY95 grant allocation olFY96 ' o;FY96 

Alabama 50.631 51,559 50,340 46.030 1994 43,003 -1k58% ' 
Alaska 10,808 , 12,129 12,759 12,426 '1994 12,192 -4.44% 
Arizona , 63,598 69.997 71,984 69,609 ' 1995 ,64.140 ' -t·86% 
Arkansas 26,769 26,565 26,014 24,296 92-94avg. 22,966 -13.17"10 
callfomla 806,086 '859,284 908,999 919,471 1995 902,500 -1.85% 
Colorado 42,081 42,543 41,614 38,557 1995 36.047 -6.51% 
Connecticut 55.soo 57.315 5.9,201 60,985, ,1994 58.535 -1.13% 
Delaware 10.661 11,395 11,460 10,775 1995 ' 10,360 -:ie6% 
Disl of Col. 22,_ 24,784 27,1:17 26,789 1994 25,907 -4.46% 

. Florida 221,205 254,006 247,087 230,807 1994 217,302 -12.05% 

Georgia 135,972 141,279 141.451 139,135 1995 133,163 -4.28% 

Hawaii 16,530 18,339 20,420 21,674 1995 21,983 1!.43% 

Idaho ,7,335 7.938 8,676 9.071 1995 9,236 1'.82% 

Illinois 228,625 231.262 240.319 236.205 1995 226.376 -4.16% 

Indiana 69,134 73,013 73,803 65,618 1994 53,592 ~27.39% 

Iowa 37,086 36,672 39,555 36.463 1994 33,378 ·15.62% 

Kansas 28,741 30,179 , 30.102 28.232 , 1994 25,789 -1~.33% 

Kentucky 63.133 82,799 79,840 .75,384 92-94avg . 71.463:' -12.77"10 

LOUisiana 92,200 90,019, 86.915 "79,825 1994 71.960 -17.21% 

Maine 23.920 23,854 22.934 21.694 92-94 avg. 20,588 -12.65% 

Marytand 79.807 80.199 80.123 80.383 '1995 65,247 -18.83% 

Massachusetts 111,448 114,441 111.783 100,~ 1994 ,87.988 -2,.29% 

Mlchlgari 225.609 229,585 223.950 201,696 92-94avg. 181,190 -19.96% 

Minnesota 63.656 84,145 62,979 57,061 1994 55,731 -11.51% 


I 

Mississippi 80,810 :3:079 56.785 52.528 92-94avg. 46,497 -18.11% 
I 

Missouri 85,176 8 ,906 92.110 89.299 1994 63.915 -8.90% 

Montana 10.909 11.738 11,908 .. 11.508 ,1995 11,111 -3.45% 

Nebraska' 16,~1 16.746 15.934 14,828 1995 14,208 ' -4.18% 

Nevada 11;867 13,006 " 14,166 15,708 1995 ' 15,259 -2.86% 

New Hampshire 10,500 11,021 ' 11,475 10,800 1994 9.725 -15.25% 

New Jersey , 125.847 125,930 122,427, 118,883 ' 1994' 113,613 -~.2O% 

NewMexico 28,764 31,279 33,633 34,444 ,1995 34,102 ' -0.99% 

New York 397,172 432,788 ,454,952 .456,929 1995 ' 437,645 -4;22% 


" 	North carolina 121,427 130,736 131,220 125,503 1995 115,186 -8.22"10 
North Dakota 6.394 6,494 5,877 5,215 1994 4.942 -15.90% 
Ohio 264,271 257,903 250.208 228,171 1994 209.066 -16.44% 
Oklahoma 46,637 46,483 46,971 44,790 92-94 avg. 40,110 -15.44% 
Oregon 41,460 42,591 42,135 39,264 1995 35,005 -10.85% 
Pennsylvania 200,699 205,435 . ;210.155 , 204,77,1 1994 192.743 -8.29% 
Rhode Island 21,289 22,191 22,654 22,194 1995, 21,228 -4.36% 
South carolina 49,710 53.314 51.925 46.981 92-94 avg. 46,429 -10.11% 
South DakOta 7,223 7.203 ' 6,926 6,286 1994 6,071 -12.34% 
Tennessee 95.179 107.865 110,766 104.009 1994 93,099, -15.95% 
Texas 265;819 278,657 283,744 274,505 1995 260,548 -5.08% 

I

Utah 17,882 18.443 17.801 16,648 1995 ' 15,015 -9.81% 
Vennont 10,047 10,009 9,883 9,648 ' 1995 9,158 -5.07% 
Virginia ,70,677 73,650 74,818 '72,147 1994 66,331 -11.34% 

I 

. 	Washington 96,407 101.310 102,952 101,949 1994 99,418 -3.43% 
West VirgInia 40,469 41,383 40,729 38,404 1994 36.448 -10.51% ' 
Wisconsin 81,660 ' 79,989 n,207 72,366 92-94avg. 63,798 .d~.88% 
Wyoming 6,625 6,509 5,740 5,200 92-94avg. 4,892 -22.23% 

TOTAL 4,576,015 4.~,078 4,860,846 4,702,065 	 4,433,073 -10.96%' 
I 

'" 	 ) . ,
Nota: CSPP estImatllld !he year(s) on which block grant aaocallonll wiD be baaed using data from !he Depanment of HeaIIh and Human SeMces and block grant alloCation 


IIguras Pf8IltIIII'd by !he CongreuIonaI Resealdl SeMc:e. Sea Falk:, "Welfare Reform: EstIII1IlIed S1ate AIIoceIlonll UndeI'!he Proposed Block Grant for Temporary I 

AssIIIIancefor ~ FamllIes:CongmaIonaI Resealdl SeMc:e. July 30, 1996. Caseload data are from !he Department 01 Health and Human SeMce:,figures for F;V96 

era preliminary. 
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Key Implementation and ,Enforcement Dates in the New Welfar~ Law 


I ' Provision I Effective Date .', " I -, ,Enforcement Mechanism I Comments I 
\ 

,', , ,Tef11Porary Assistance to " 

Needy Families (UTANF") --
<t "Provisions -:- Financing , 

Block Grant Allocations Fiscal Year 1997 N/A, Based on federal welfare spending in' the stat~ in-
(begins OctobeJ;: 1,,1996) , , , ' "FY94, FY95 or 'the average of FY92 -FY94. States 

.. 
, ," can receive no more than their block grant 

. allocations during FY97, but they may receive less' 
", 

depending on when they file their new state plans. 

.. .."'Fi,scal Year 1997, 'Contingency Fund Limited supplem~tal funds for states experlenc"1g 
higher costs due tocaseload increases or rises in 

N/A .; " 

-. , 
' unemployment. States can access only if ~ey . 

,"" 

~' maintitin state spending atlOO% of historical levels. 

.. 


Supplemental Grants, 
 Fiscal Year,l998 Limited supplemental funds for statesthaf, "N/A- , " . , .ii. ~ " .. 
experience rapid population growth and/ot have" 

:
" hist()ricaUy spent relatively little on AFDC , , 

Fiscal Yea"r 1999Grants to High Perfonnance N/A Limited supplemental funds for states deemed by 

States 
 the Secretary of HHS to run high quality programs .. 

., ;
" ,., FY9.9 grant based on pe~or:mance during FX98. 

..Out-of-Wedlock Birth Reduction FiScal Year 1999 N/A Umited supplemental funds for the five states with ! 
Grants 'the largest reductionS in their ,iillegitimacyrati.os". .. --_ ........_._

-1 
,': 

~~ 

http:iillegitimacyrati.os


_ "'.J:: 
.. 

Provision Effective Date Enforcement Mechanism Comments·I I I I I 

TANF and Related 
Medicaid Provisions 
Major New Program 
Requirements.... 

Must include a description of the state program(s) 
to a state in t!le absence of a state plan 
No federal block grant funds will be paidNo later than July 1, 1997State must file new state plan 

-funded with TANF block grant funds and other 
certificationS. Locitl.govemments and "private 
sector" orgaitizations must be allowed 45 days for 

" 

cotnmen~. 

States cannot use federal TANF funds to provide 
toward the federal time 

Enforced with a specific financial penalty Months begin to count6O-month time limit 
assistance to families with an adult who has 

limit on the date on received assistance for 60 months over their 
which a state submits its lifetime. Up to 20 percent of ~ state's caseload may 
new plan be exempt, and state fuflds can be used to provide I 

aid beyond the60-month limit. 
July 1, 1997 at the latest 

Enforced with a specificflIlancial penalty States must meet specific targets for the portion of 
submits its new plan • 
Date on which a state Work participation requirements 

their case loads that must be in work activities. 
Enforcement delayed at least six months· Participation rates increase over time. 

July 1, 1997 at the latest 

Enforced with a specific financial penalty When appfying work requirements, states cannot 

parents who cannot find child 


Date o~ which a state Work rule exemption for single-
submits its new plan reduce or deny benefits to single-parents who 


care 
 cannot find child care if they have a child under age 
July 1, 1997 at the latest I six . 

" 

Date on which a state Enforced with a specific financial penalty States must impose harsher sanctions than allowed 
submits its new plan 

Child support sanctions 
under current law for failure to cooperate fully with 

Enforcement delayed at least six months· child support requirements. 
July 1,1997 at the latest ., 

2 




Provision Effective Oat Enforcement Mechanism Comments 

Uving arrangement Date on which a state No specific penalty for non-compliance States cannot use federal block grant funds to aid 
requirements for minor parentS submits its new pliui ," 

July 1,1997 at the latest 

unmarried teen 'parents who are not.liviItg at home, 
or under approved adult supervision. ' , 

School reqitireuientsfor minor 
parents 

..

Date on which a state' 
submits its new plan 

. July 1,1997 at the latest 

:No specific penalty for non-compliance 

...:a 

States cannot use fedenil block grant funds to aid " , 
unmarried teen parents who are not attending ~gh , 
school or an ~ltemative,educationa1 program. ' 

Assessments . Date art which astate 
submits its new plan 

July 1, 1997,at the latest 

, No specific peflalty for non-compliance States must make an initial assessment of the skills, 
w()rk experience, and employability of mostTANF " 
recipients. 

Current standards continue for 
purposes of determining 
Medicaid eligibility , 

Date 'on which a state 
submits its new plan ' 

.JUly 1, 1997 at thelatest 

Enforced under Medicaid rules . Current AFDC income arid asset standards and 
"deprivation " rules are carried over to the 

, Medicaid ,program ,to assure that children and 
parents may qualify for Medicaid coverage without 
regard to welfare Changes.' The link between 
welfare and Medicaid eligibility is largely severed .. 

Limits on providing Medicaid 
and aid under T ANF to legal 
immigrants 

Date of enactment Specific financial penalty for states that 
fail to participate in an income and 
eligibility verification system which 
gathers data on citizenship under AJ:OC 
orTANF 

Medicaid limits enforced under Medicaid 
rules " 

Most ~egalimmigrants who enter the country after 
the date of enactment are ineligible for aid unde}." . 
the block grant and for Medicaid for five years from 
date of entry., 

States have the option of granting ordenying aid 
~der TANF and Medicaid to most l~ga1", , 
inUnigtants who are aheady in the country. " . . , . -

" 
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I Provision I Effective Date I Enforcement Mechanism I Comments I 
States may continue to treat their Entitlement to AFDC under the Parts A and F of 


entitlement under the Social 

October 1, 1996 or earlierElimination of federal 

Title IV-A of the Social Security Act is terminated. 

Security Act 


in a state that enters the program(s) funded under T~ as 
. entitlements, but their federal block grant Entitlement may continue tinder the state plan or 

date. 
new system before this 

state law. States have the option to guarantee 
coverage to all individuals meeting their TANF 
eligtoility .criteria. 

allocations remain capped 

~Major Food Stamp 

Provisions 


Enforced under current food stampDate of enactment Most legal imn1i~an~ who are not reCeiving food 

legal immigrants not currently 

Elimination of eligibility for 

rules··· . . .... stamps on the date of enactment are ineligible for 

receiving food stamps 
 benefits. See text for a list of exempt groups of 

legal immigrants. 

Enforced·under current food stamp Most legal immigrants who are currently receiving 

legal immigrants currently 


At next scheduled Termination of food stamps for 
rules···recertification, but in no food stamps must be terminated from the program. 


receiving benefits 
 event later than one year See text for a list of exempt groups of legal 
after enactment immigrants . 

Date of enactment· Enforced under current food stamp State energy assistance, vendor payments for 

excluSions 

Ending selected income 

rules··· homeless households, and the earnings of older 
high school students are no longer excluded from . 
the.definition of income. 

Date of enactment Enforced under current food stampIncreasing penalties for violating States must impose harsher penalties than allowed 

work rules in food stamps and 
 rules··· under current law on people who violate various 

other programs 
 food stamp work rules as ,well as rules in other . 

! programs. 

Date of enactment Enforced undercurrent fOOd stampPro-rating food s.tamp benefits States mus~ implement pro-rating of food stamp 

for most households after brief 
 rules··· benefits for households reapplying after having 

gaps in participation 
 been off of the program for periods of less than one 

. .month.., 

~1 

4 



Provision 
., 

Effective Date 
.. 

Enforcement Mechanism Comments 

ReduciIig benefits through 
fonnuIa changes at the time of 
October 1,1996 adjustments 

October 1, 1996 Enforced under current food stamp' 
rules··· 

Previously scheduled increases in the standard· 
deduction and the homeless shelter allowance will 
not be made. Adjustments to the maXimUm benefit 
level and the vehicle resource limit will be curtailed. 

Continuing the cap on the excess January 1, 1991 Enforced under current food stamp Instead of ending the cap on excess shelter 
shelter deduction .." 

rules·" 
<0:11 

deductions (as would have occurred in the absence 
of the new law), states mUst increase the cap by $3, 

'. 
" to $250 ... 

'Three-month time limit for The time l.imit clock Enforced under currentfood stamp Unemployed adultS between the ages of 18 and 50 
childless, unemployed adill~ begins to run as ,oon as rules···· - who are not caring for children in most caseS can 
ages 18-SO recipients are notified; receive food stamps for no n:tore than three months 

.. notification must be 
provided within three , > 

during any 36-morith pe~od unless the state > • 

requests that this.limit be waived. Waivers can be 
. . months of the date of 

enactment. > 

requested immediately . 

'States will be given until July 1, 1991 or until six months after they'submit their new state' plans, whlchever occurs later, before they will be ~ubject 
to financial penalties for non-compliance with these provisions. . 

•• States that choose to follow an AFDC waiver that was submitted and approved prior to the enactment date do not have to cQmply with 
provisions in the law that are inconsistent with their waiver(s). States whose waivers are submitted prior to the enacf;ment date and approved 
after that d~te but before July 1, 1991,·must, however, comply with the work requirements in the new law. ." . 

··It'fhe food stamp quality control (QC) system does not penalize mistakes made in the first 60 days following USDA's issuance of an 
implementing memorandum. 

('~ , 
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, :WHEN . . i' ,,.'BAD THINGSHApPEN TO GOOD POLICIES . 
, . . ,..- ~ 'TH ' 

·TWELFARE REFORM: 
REI 

.i 
, I 

,. , 

'I 

'er th 
ticu],As;I'K'!'JE\Xl}T' ..... 
well 

~ worl
"'" .j. 

.' 
•... By·pAVro·T. ELLWOOD' , ' -I~:~~; 

, ':~e.el ~s- enator Da~iel P~trick Moyniha~, a' 'friend 'of som~ year~, wa's t,he ,fl'rst 'to' .~ the) 
i heal , '-;;, ' sound the warning. When I met with him shortly after arrivi~g in' , . ., , I ; ';wi~I' 

, Washington in Februar~ of 1993, .h,e said, ".so you\:e come to do w~lfare " I,The' 
, reform. ',' . I'~ look fo~ard to readi~g your book about why it failed this time." Well, ,': 

~ 
'. dar< 

. Senator, consider this the first installment;, . , ': . ',. .' 
'In May'1994, a Ti~es-Mir~or p~ll a~ked the'foll~wingquestion: . 

'On.~ proposalcu~iently. being discussed to reform welfare' would. 
require .all abfe-bodi~d,welfare recipi~nts,lncludirig womeir with', 
pre-school children, to. 'go to' school for tWo. y~ar~ to'learn a skill while 
receivIng benefits. After that, they, 'would .bereqtiired 'to either geca, job " 
.or, take a job the ,government ~ould give them arid their, wel~~re benefits 

. would be di~continued. Child care ,wQuld be provided for the 'children of'. 
working :nothers. Do you favor or opp~se this p~oposal? . . " 

, , , 1 .I., ..: . ' " .' '. '. ' " . . :, ." \ ~ .", ," ".',' ." 

: ,an ( 
4' ,. gent 
. : off \' 

.' ~l S 

,·'1·'.~'; forn " 

. '~'> shOt 
f~ 'adm 

".fit d 
~. tem 

\~~'diti(
''tf abol 
.~the 

. :·;f'. mOl 
. ~A:" .• 

i': :,. 'I ,~::. sign. 
ii, andNinety-one percent said theyJavored such' an approach. The Times~Mirror question, , 
~!;.; , .. I'-,

captured very clpsely thebasic~~ of theClihtQnweifare reform plan. Yet in spirie of. thel~ 
such ~'ppar~nt oyerwhe~min~ public su?port~n?th.ingl~ke ,this plan- ril~ nity 

: ,Bas,become law before,~he .1996' ~lect1on. ~ndeed, It may never happen at the fegerallevel, . '1J .-, 

"; ,Sor,· 
'I 

which,rais~s an'obvious qbestion:Whydid th~'Clinton welfare refotmplan fail?~And 
.' ':i' mor

what does this failure :tell us about the, Glin'tqn' pr,e~idency, .congr~s'sional p6litjcs, '!and . . I 

'k ated 
'1 • 
'.' 

1 d~moc~atic institution~ more. broadly? As an assistapt secretary of H~alth an9i-Iu~an' . ..~.~ .. fciul 
, acc(· . Servic~s (HHS), I was closely. involved in th~ development of welfare .. reform. Al;ong ,::- ,Wis;

with Mary Jo Bane,' als.o an assistant secretary, and Bruce Reed, a' WhiteHouse advis- . ',' F. 
, . er; I cochaired/Preside~tCiinton:s\~rorklng group o? 'welfare f:form' and was, on~ of " chi!. 

,'I '.' I 

. ,the people ,who drafted the 'plan, I had devoted my lifet0studying povertyahd we1-' . . . mO,d 
' ..... we I'.' fare, andwas flatt~!ed duril1g,rhe',-1992.dimpaign when Bil(Ciimohha@ cited my ~ork 

shot 
: as an influence on his, ideas. When the: offer came f0r me to go to Washingt<?n and nup 

help to craft real welfare reforf!1, I was thrilled:' ',,' I" .:). ,B 
syst\ 

, ' . 
• ,r' . 'beli , For J/lbsc~iplions(lfId bulk rel!rinls. call 1-800-872-0162. 


:~"~ " . , \ " 
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;, T HE C LI N TON 


~~REFORM STRATEGY 

,}t , " ", 
i~ Those of us who put togeth." 

:l er the policy started with a ,p~r-
ft " , ' • 

',' :,r: ticula,r analysis of poverty and 
~ If F' l' " i', we are. lfst, OW-Income' 

I:workingfamilies get.a par:tic'u

~~'larIy bad,deal t,oday, :Many" , 

,f worker~: especially those with ' 


, ;- less than acollege degree, h~ve 

:: seen their 'wagesdrop,and

I ',"" ,

'st,to , '~ tpey ()ften receive little or no'* health c~verage and little helj.)19 In
l

, 

, ;~~ with child care or other costs., 
:lfan~' .,,,~ The deteriorating livi{lg stan
W~p, ,,It dards of working' families pose' 

" ~ ani enormous challenge if. we''Igenuinely want peopl,eto~ove , '" " ' , 
;~ off w.elfare~?d ~e able to bve ,de~ent1Y'l' , ' , ' ,w~l1-being of'~hil,dreO', The four key elements ' 

',( ,Second; the welfare system must be trans7 ' the Clinton strategy reflected I'hisanalysis, " \ 
.' ~!, formed, Ev~ryone seems to agree that welfare' 
, ~ sho~ld be ,"a hand up,. not ~ handout; "Yet welfare M.ake ~ork pay: The 'strategy sought to ~l1r"v"rt 
~ administration is mostly about eligibility and bene- ,the efforts of a,l1 workingfaI{liliesby U«lUJ"UJ\• .:tu 

}' fit 'determination-check :writi~g, The welfare' sys-' 'expanding the' earned income tax cred~t ( 
:i;: tern sends the m~ssage in a myriad 'of ways that trae • ensuring universal health'C;:lre coverage; and, h 

'1 ditional employment is' foolish, If ,we' are' serious ' With child ca~e costs of work~g families. The, I 

.~ aboLit work and opportun, ity: we '~eed 'to. ~hange , ' 'EITC a~d,health coverage,w.oulp ~lI!0untto a su, , ' 
'if! the whole culture of. welfare offIces. ,From the ,sramial pay raise foirriilHons"oHow-wag'~ workers. I 
~'.moment someon~ 'walks through the door, ~very " ", " ," " , , ' ' , ", , I' 
,if signal 'ought to be that work is the ultima'te go~r ' 'Two' years andYou~o~k. The, Clinton poiicy 
,;~l:and expectatiqn, '.. " ,,:,. ,sought 'to transform the welfare system' from ohe ltion 
~r ,Next, eve~ wh'en l:>a~ents iive 'apart, both' of, focu'sed ondigihIlity andchetkwriting to q~ee' 9f' ,,~ 'them ought to have the responsibility and opportu-,' , designed tq move peoplequiddy to work. From their 

Nil!, ·:~f nity 'to, nurture and provide 'for their chPd'~en,' first cont~ct.with we1fare,people wo~d be e~pectbd 
~vel, ',~Based on'surveys'of::ibsent fa:theis, Elaine to seek work 'or ,train for it, After tWo years, mdst 

ind ,', :~7.' ,Sorenson of the Urban IBstitute esti~ates that healthy adult~ ~ould, be required to work, preferaBly , 
, , ' 

::. more th~n $48 billion for children ,could be geBer, ,in a regular private.iob, ,but if neces,sary in' a subkiand 
, . ated every 'year by a system of,child' support th~t dized,~rivate, nonpro:it,',or,'public-sector,j.ob,\ /1 

nap ",~ . found e~ery absent' parent ~nd coll~cted money , ', 
)ng ,)', aC'cording to the simple' formula n6'w in use in Child support enforcement., The plan sought Ito 

VlS , i" Wis~onsin.Curren't collections ar~ just $14 bWion", ,improve child support enforcement through a series 
, ,Finally, we need ,to reduce the, large ,i1Umber of . of m~asures: promoting the' establishment of pater

~.of children born to unwed mothers, espedally teen,' , , nity'at birth in the hospital, comparing reports 6n 
lel-, ' m~thers, Child poverty will always bea prOblem if 'new hires with a ne;vn~tional registry o'f people, 
)rk ' ,we fail t6 signal, to' prospective parents 'that they" ordered,to paychi)dsupport, autormiiic wage with

'should not have childienu~til theyare prepared'to 'hpldJng, improved interstate enforcement, pro~e. " lnd 
nurture and provide for them" .', ' dllr'tfs; and even' work requirements :fof',absentpk: 
, ',By confroritingthese problems '~nd :designi~g a ' 'en.ts wh6retuseto pay: Th~bill also included mJa- I' 

system oriented toward work an'd responsibility, we:' 'sures to improve opportunities for no~cusi:odial pkr-' , 
I " , , " ~, " • ' I' 

believed we could dfllmatically ilI!prove the ents to do,fno~eto nurture their children, ' 

L '. I 

19,6 

,-.-.

J NUMBER 26 W ELF A RE, ~EF 0 R MAS I K NE WIT :23 

I 
~, . , .~.1 

http:nonpro:it,',or,'public-sector,j.ob
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'Fight teen pregnancy, The' ,program off~red. jobs.naturally raises anx-ieties amo~g g~v\=rnmeiit 
gr'ants to up'to 1 ,000 high'~risk: schools that pro· ',.wqrke·rs .that they m'ight be' displaced, In our first 
po,s'ed,:inn.ovative' te~n p~egnancy initiatives, 'a meetin~, the ,president of the Americ~n F.edenltio~ 
nati'onwide clearinghouse of informationionteen of State, County, and Municipal Employees; Jerry 
pregna~cy,and a Jew idtensiv.edeinonstr;ltion pro· McEntee,' said, something like, "Near: as I clm tell 
je<;ts.The p~licy wOllld'also hold parents ~ci::ount~ you want t'ciput more.w7lfarerecipie9ts to work in, • 
able for their children: Teen par~nts whp ~ere !iv.. " public·ser,vice jobs th!m I, have m~mbers." He, 
ing with their 'child woJI(;l ,be expected to' stay ,in,', fOl1nd t?at '!'~ildly" th.r~atehi~g. I " ,.',', ",,0' 

school; stay at. home (~r if the home was unsafe, in MOVIng welfare,.reclplents. In large, ~urnbers from 
,some other superyised settIng), and once.they ,com, ,welfare ·to ",'ork had n~ve'r been' tried, nor had 
'pleted school, gOfto work to :support ,their child. .lar'ge:scaJe creation of subsidized idb~: for welfare 
Ab§entteen fathers ~ouId be . held. ac~~untable by' recipIents. The closest cousin wa's the cCarter ,~dmin,' , , 
,the child support system, \ ' , ,,' istnit~bn's program of pub~ic·se;rvice, jqbs 'uri4er' the" 

, " , Comprehensive Employmc;ntarid. Training Act" . " 
, Mor~ has. been ac~o;nplished in this~genda than '. '(c:ETA), 'whic~' continues t? hav~,a Ibad~odor'in 

marly" people realize. In pai::ticul~r, a large expan:": both Democratic and RepublIcan ~lrcles. ' , 
" . sion' of the EIT( passed with Cliritori's fIrst bud·" :' Compouridin'g these problems was the ~elai:ed 

get, so ih~tl \\lorking famiIi,es rieednot be pbor. The . issue of ~ost. 'pr;viding chill care, ~raini~g,and' 
story on ,child support enf()rcement is also positihe, ," work is more expensive; in the short r~n' thansim: 
'vir-tually all of the important childsupp6rt 'ply' writing ch~'cks~unl~ss peoplemoJe off welfare' 

, enforcement measures ,in'duded in the administra·' , qli~ckly. Senator Moynihan was emph~tic that fin'd· 
'\ '.tion's welfare plan ar~ ilso' included in the welfar~ ing the money we needed was next to ibp~ssible. 

I proposals b~fore 'Congress. If the Erre expansion.. ' Fortunately,' poll data suggested, a "two years 
survive~and the child support measur~s pass, ~hil· 'and you work!', plan would l,>e' popJlllr~ith 'the'~ , 
dren will be much better off: And,mimy'states'are, public' even, if it required governmJnt jobs and 
s~ekingto adopt work·oriented' we1f~re reforms by . additional money. For example, ,a No~ember 1993,' 
applying for waivers, a legalpiovisionthat allow!> polifor US',News asked 'Americans J.,hether they'. 
. the secretary of HHS to '~aive certain federal rules' , w~uld favor aplan to "require i?b,lt:aining for 
'for ~tates demonstrating alternative policies. ,', th~se ,~n ~el~are an4 aft;er 2 yea~s reqplr~ th~~, t,o, 

But much has not 'been a~co'mplished. Health work: NInety.three percent 8a19 yes. Even In a . 
reform feli to defeat, and t9day thereis~no 'chance modified'questionthat. asked abbut rdquiring wel· 

" .that this COflgress will pass anything 'like the "two,: ,fa're redpie~ts t9 workih "govel:unient Jobs" if 
years a~d you work" ~Iements of our plan. So what necessary, 82p~rcent favored the 'pJJn. A~ over· 
happened to the p~'tts '.of .the plan ,.most directly whelming majority expected reform weast ,dJoney

,.' related to chaI'!ging the welfare systein? ' ,.' 'intlie short run, andthey favor~d it nobetheless. " 

" 'Still,poll data 'often 'can m'i~lead, 1nd the jobs'
.A FUN DAM E N Ti L 'F LAW? F 	 " , , ,

and "cost issue, needed to be confrl:mted.The 
, • 1 .' . ',' 	 , ,. - • ' . • "I 

To many,people,.rhe-proble,m with "two years ·Clinton welfare reform plan Jocusc;d on ways to ' . 
'l ,,' andyouwork" \vas what todo.'withpeople who , place people first in u~subsidized jobs;!then in sub· ' , I
II " 	 reached two years with04t.finding 'a job. There .sldized private ,and nonprofi('jpbs ~afher tha~ in , 

were good reasons to be ~oncerned: More than , goverpint;,nt ,or workfare jobs., It off~r~d str9ng 
r two·thirdsof recipiei1t~ 0)'1 the rolls at any. one time, protections against dispJacement topublic employ. "'/ 

.,' have already ,been on ~vel£a're for mcir~. than 'two eeUnions.And it'sta'rted with obly a ~hird of wd·, 
years (cumulated over one or multiple periods of ,fare cases and gradually. phased iln tile rest. 

\ eligibility). Some of these people are disabled; oth· , ,Adminiswitor.s and policymakers ,woilildthus get 
er~ are already working at.leas~,par~ time. 'M~ny time 'to learn what ~orked and' what didn't, and it 
would, find jobs if they had the right: set of supports , would. keep the cost qown. .'" .' . I ',:, 
·and received a clear message that th~y had to work, . The slow phase"in did carry some politicalc6sts: 
but the gov~rnment would still need ,to qeate a sig·, Some critics cited it as' e~idence that. J.,e were not 
nificant ~uinber of jobs.' . . ' seriou~ about' work or time limits-:-a Ipa~ticularly 

,Putting welfar.e reCipients to work in ~Gbsidized " 'galling,criticism because in my view; the best evi· .,,' 

':J ';,; 

.'1 	 , , " ;, ' ",. " " j., . 
I 
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.. dence of our seriousn~ss· aboutrefor~ is 'that we , especially for familie~ with "illegitimate" cfuildr~n. 
phased it in at a doable rate,nither'than pr~mising' , Long bef~re almost anyc)I:1e else 'talked ab~ut 

,., "'1 ' 
,we could, si,mply create. a ,wqrk~based system these issues, Senator Moynihan had warned about 
oye'rnight. Starting wi,th a sm~ll group of r,ecip~ents . family changes, He now 'poi'nrs o~t that.byl his pro· 

" and gradually expanding has,been the hallmark of, jectipns, half of all chlldren will, be born lout of '" 
Republican 'governor~who are credited wiihmajor , w~dl~ck by)~arly,in the next cemut:? ~~~: h~ i~ 
welfafe refoims, ' ' ' . especially cnucalof, plans to cut beneftts to ,save 
, Initially, the signs were positive i~Congress: The 'our, children, No, cre,dible studies suggest t'hat any

,.' ' I ,: • 

bill introduced by House Republicans in the fall of thing more than a tiny , ,'i 

, 1993-'-"six months before ou'rs arrived"-'-was unam- , par: of ihe(changes in, "\ ','<' 'il~ 
biguously a "two. years an'd you work" rrfeasure',' famIly structure can be N- .\,,
Virtually every RepubHcan was a cosponsor. ' , traced, to welfare bene- ' ' ',' , , : d'hI

' " " " ' .'" "0 cre 1 e
Ironically; thi~initialRepublicari'p'roposal would~ fItS.' Recently" New,' "",,"'., \" ,': 
havecre~ted far more public 'jobs than we did and Jersey's 'denial ofaddi· .sttidles:s;lJ1gges.t" 
used the private' sector far less. Mo'reover"the bill,tional hene;fits to ~oth-, th~t ~nyt,'hibg' .more' 
,wquld 'have' sp~nt mo're on job c~eation and child' ers on welfare who have " :,,' .. , ' '\' ,':. " 

:: care, Conservative Democrats developed 'their own "addition~l' chi1dren:~~~'an:,~tiny pa~t o~" 
plan, s,imilano Clin~on's, but with ,afas,rerphase-in 'seems to have had ,no . ,:"th~:<:hang~s~'m' ' 

" and more money for workslots and' child care, ' , , 11'omcPkacbtl'rOtnhs'o, uatc'coof-rwde!'ndg- , :,~""f'a"m::il'y:':' 'str'1lI'c't":U':r'e' :,;'.
Still, no one wanted to raise taxe~ to fi'nanc~ ,

'welfa~e reform. Thus; all the bills made cuts' in' to data from a carefully' "'cilibe trabecbto·;' 
other p~ograms to pa,y for :the exp'ansionsin ,w,ork controlled experiment . ,,,,',, "If'" ' :' 'b' I f'" ':' 

I , " '. ','we are 'en~ its.';and child care. Finding those cuts proved one of The truth is that no.,: " ,,' I " , 
our ~ost difficult tasks. Lndeed, much of the strug,' available policies "'::j";:' 'I 

'e gle we faced within the administration and with promi~e more than a, \ 
',' Congress was 'the result' of opposition riot to, the very mpdest reducti?D in oUHif-wedlock Iblrrhs 
welfa~ereforms, PTovisions,\:)ut to the:other c~ts and' family breakups, }'hat is why, the Olinton 
used tq financewelfare reform. Eventually, though, reform plan focused on the 'ar~a where thei ,prob- .' 

'we found a finaricing package that most people ,lem seemed most manageabl!'!-teen pregnaney- ' 
could accept.! " "and,iqcludedmoney f9~ newde~oris~rati6b pro- " 
, This,history is rife with ironies: Since the Clinton" jects and. information sharing. ' ,,-' i' , ' ,', 

,bill was, introduced in the sUlTImer of 1994, evalua, A final criticis~' that has emerged since th~ 1994, 
:t, .tion; 6f stine experiments' have shown that.work-" ~lecti~n :is that federalle~?ershi~iriwelf~~e ~efor;n 
:j:: Qriented reforms in' sta,tes with high benefits: can, IS a mistake, Most recent mnovatlOn has come from 
'~'"p.ush enough' people to leave welfare qu,ickly,or n'ot, : the ,stat~s arid;,'ln prlndp!e, the-states can ~esign 
" ' apply at all, that welfare savings exceed job training, programs that make the most sense .for their 'ec'0!1o- , 
: and child care costs. Moreover, the kinds of cuts 'in' \ny and 'population. 'Still, history is filled! with 
,.' so'cial'programsri'ow ,being propo'sed ev~n by 'exal1)ples of.stateschoosirig to ignorepoodarnilies 
'"Democr.ats,:are vastly gr~ater'than the modestor\gnoring racialmiriorities, regions, 9rty,~e's ot 

reductions we proposed to finan'ce'welfare reform. : families" Moreover, 'if one suite's rules differ 
, fuJother criticIsm 'o(the Clinton bill comes from markedly fro,m thos~ of another, theie ~ill be an' 

conservatives who arg~e(thllt:itsbiggdt\veak~ess incentive for migration,' It is a lot ~asier to ihove 
was its failure to' address out·of-wedlock childbear- poor' people from welfare to the state b9rdei than 
ing. In their view, theweifar~ system has caused the"· fr~m welfare to work. Needs and resource~ also 

" dramaticchanges.in falTlily structure of the'past 30 'differ \Videly, acrO,S5 s'iates: Thesta~es wit~ ;the 
years~,and rhus welfare ~efor~ ~ught to be' abou:t' sl1)allest tax base are usually the states' with the , 
"illegitimacy," not work. It "Wasn'tonlytheClinton greatest proportion ofpoqr children and'faniilies, ' 
plan thanipsetthem; these ultra conservatives also Fearful of becqming "welfare mag'nets," Jome.. 
roundly attacked the 199~ House Rep~iJlican bill ,states may cut benefits and impose more pu~itive 
foi:, failing to attemprto reduce ,out·ofcwedlock measpres thfln t~ey v:?uldot~erwise prefer. f, " 
childbearing through massive cu.ts ,in benefit,'s, " Thus, we went WIth natIonal rules regarchng 

" t:"/. ' , ' , . 
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"tinieli~its~nd work'. Bey~nd that stat~s:\V'ou'ld,:, :or t'o get,onth~ cro-ufdedlegislative or to ,cor' 
have' enormous flexibility for innovation, They gain a pn~sid~ntiarpublic appearance. ' 'an{ 
could design virtually any welfare-to-,~ork plan and' The decision ,to move'healdi reform was pre 

,subsidized· work program that they wanted. But the' plausible at the tim~ but in the enlprov'ed to be a foe 
basic ·"two years arid you \..rork" architecture would' mistake, The'submission of the w~lfare ref~rm leg· 'WQl 

,be national, and. participati(;m wOl.,lld be tracked'" isl;:1tion, now called.theWork and Resp?nsibiliry , YOl' 
nationally. '" " ' 'Act (WRA), was delayed until the summer of 1994 Ne, . 
, 'Lookingback"r're~ain'co~vinced, ", ,'a~d,then g;t relative]y,lit't1~ fanfar~. wh' 
the Clinton welfare reform plan: ,',Ashealth reform falteredl and: the " fit~' 

~1ade sense botb~ practically and' , i" 'crime bilL struggled in' Congressiil' we" 
politically. The 'basic. appr~ach "'I"· ,,' ,,:' Aug\1st ~md Sept~mher1!994, the 

, enjoyed 'str~ng :publi~ support, and", ',': ' \ doubt m,os( ,'administration did relatively little to "ra 
, V:,hile the dangers in steering legisla- , ';'A~ericansare' ! push" for passag: of welfa~e r,e,form , lal 

I "tion thro~gh' Congre~s were 'real, ' , ' , " before the 'elections. I doubt most G{
everiawa,tethat,,' 	 , II 	 they were not insurIllOuntable, I am ' Arhericansareeven aware, that we ' en, ' 

far less convinced, however, th<:\t the, /: we 'intr'odticed..a' 'inti'odu~ed a welfare refor~ bill:' , tw 

administration madettt.e fight strate- "p<,:we,',l.fa.rere,'£"',o,",r,in,',:,,.:' Another strategic failing was Mi, 
gic choices" " ' 't ' ~' ,'rhetorical. Governing re~uires a 
VIA S' THE S TR A'T E GY "/: :.,' " ", 'bilL, . ':, :,,', po~~rfi.il politi~al ~essag~' as Mlell, 

'as good policy. Consi8er the, 
,B ~ N? LED'? '" ' , " phrase, "If yoti'wor~, you s~houldn't thi. 

,,' , Conven'tionalwisdom.in WashingtQn these qays '" be' poor," which Clintonused~uring the cJm'paign,,' '~e 

is summarized aptly by the tide ofacover, story in I That sirrljJle butpow~rful co'ncept compelled." cu 
'the New ,R'epilblicshortly after the 1994 eJections, . actio~ when;he became' piesicleqt. When Ifirst, ' th. 

{, ' "They, Blew It," the article proClaimed,. arguing, ,!r~iv~_dln, Washingt9n, advoc,ates pointed lout that an 
that the administration basically got the policy in spite of the president's promise, rhfi'earned Se 

"right, but t/lat it introduced \~elfare reform far too income tax credit that \\'~S about to' be' introduced c{ 
, late (in particular, ~ft~r health rer~rm) and ,with far in the' budg~'t was' too low to raise the {".,orking;' , ch 

too little focused effort,' ',' ,,' ' 'poor out' of pO,verty. As a result,we add~Q more , W,' 

, The,re was a moment early' in the administration " than $1billion [0 the EITC'inan afte'rnoob, It was , hf. 
that might besaid to have determined the fate of, tfiedast easy billion nou'~d in' Washington, I ' ,'~' 
\velfare,reforfn. UntiLjustdays before it,was senqo ' ,Thepresident's'famou's promise to "end, welfare ITl' 

, the printer,the·first Clinton budget included several .,' as,we,know it" was, the most potent sound bite on St:" 
'billion'dol1a'rs for its future welfare reform prpposaL ,-, welfare. It ca~e,up so ofte!1that. we r~ferted to' it ' le: 
Removing that' money had almost no noticeable,' as EWAKI. Yeiwhile implying 'that welfare is a ' ,th 

\' 	effect on the $l.4trllliim h~dget,: ,but it greatly in"assive failure and conveying seriousness',of pur- ", m. 
affect,ed the timin)5 and thus iije fate ofwelfare pose about retorm, EWAKI,only vagLlely ~uggests ,OJ 
reform, If that line had remained iri the budget'; the ,that we can replace:the currerit system withsorrie N 
administration }\Iould have been forced to suomit)ts ,. thing better, Even mdre'destructive wasthy phnise Jh 

, Ie;', welfar:ereform proposal by late spring 1993 rather ",two years 'and you're off." Our pollsters I told us", 
" i, "than, the summer of 1994, With the 1,110ney' taken that )wo" V:ras'the single mpst memorable number , ; , d, " 

care of, we, could have avoided a search for dollars ohhe ;1992 campaign, ·The problc:m,of c~urse, is - a~ 

t.h~tult,imatelY cOllsulTledmuch of our energr- " '~hat ".tw'O years,ard you're off" seems to i~ply no ' ,!v : 
'" ,The last-minute;:budgetary shift proved to be help at all after t\.vQyears, That is nev~r \\~hat was a
symptomati'c oLi deeper problem.' Oilly a tiny intended"Nonetheless, this phr,a.~egave reJI i1,11pe-' m 

handful of people in, the White'House [really cared" tus to plans now before Congress and 'in die states 
, 	 , '. ,'. ,. ,I ' 

deeply about the issue: .The president 'clearly did, that call for time, limits follo\\Tedby nothing-:-no fe 
along with "a few others, A small group insid~ ,the wdfare, no iobs,no support-even if the'pbrsoh is at ' 
White House and at HHS were left to devel,op the' wi,lling to work and ,genuinely c!lnnot finc},. ~ny job. ' ,m 

plan .largely on our'own, Th,is seemed a blessing-, In.my view, these.measilres are appalling. I' , S{", 

until;.\\~e ne~ded to find mone~ fof welfare reform, A much better phrase, I which more acdurately eI 
- ~ . " • " . . I. ,. ' . .. . 
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conveys the Clinton 'welf~~e plan,'wa~'''two years had too little time leftin 1994 to seriously consider. . 

and you work. " Its virtue; ,is th~t it Conveys'a thebW. And the.admi'nlstration chose not to bush, ' 

promise (employment) as welYas a threat. Polls and . hard 'fo~ reformi'n a summer when the) trime\ and 

focus groups sugg~st "two years and you work"" , heal~h bills were at th~ top of the agenda. . '. ~ 


would have been just as popular as "two years and . To many of us iIi the administration; some ofthe' 

:, \" ' •• , j 

you'-re off," 'perhaps',even more ,so. In'.the U,S, Democrats seemed unwilling to make. ,serious 

News poll cited earlier, when people \irere asked ,changes in welfare and were out of toUch '.\rithl the 

~h,~ther they favored a plan to limit. welfare be~e- "puolic. They were'~~tremeiy skepricalo£'timelim- . 


. "fits totwo'yea~s,' not allowing beneficiaries back on ,its, even if followed :by work. One member rephat- " ' 
welfare ever, only 22 percent were· in' favor. . edly asked me about how, we would guarantee ~rd: 
" Still, to attribute the collapse of positive',welfare tectian of people who refused to ,work. MeanwHile, 

reform' to the president's rheto'ric· would miss tile 'I wa~ figl:lting, within the ad~inistiati0n 'to ass~re 
linger reality .Of public opinio'n: Republican. , work slots for people who were,willing.towork but 
Governors Tomrriy'Thomson 'and John Engler got , unable to' find, any j6b. But wliate~erthe reasolns, 
e~ormous political nlileage,'out '<;>f we!far~reform in ,action was put off iri 1994, witl-i the expedad'on. , " I 
two telativelyliberalstates,Wiscorisin and that we'woUld resume after the 1994,elections .. i .: 

Michiglm,lo~gbefore Clinton ran for .president .. Ip spit,e of, the strategiC and policy problems '?Ie ' 


, ..' I., 1 • 

faced, my, view goiiig, into the ~ovember electio'ps'
DER'AILED 0 ~ TH E' HILL. was that we were eventuallyg!i:llng to get gqod'leg

, Although the WRAcame toCongie~s very la~e,. islation. Iexp~cted the,Qil1 to !TI0v'e left in subco~-
there was asurprising amount of support fof it wheri, , mitteeand, tlien right on, the floor of the House. In, 

, . people finally sa\\' the, d~tails,The Democrati9 qm- 'tHe Senate,.things seemed 'Jo be in reasohably g09d 
t;, cuses in both chambers . were .far more sup'portive' shape" though many battles remained to be,fought. 
" ,than many in the administration had anticipated, I. .' !,hen carn,e November 1994. " \ \ 
, andeven Republicans ,started out on ~ positive note: 

SeriatorMoynihan,.~rho chaired the: Seriate Finance, THE REP U B LIe ANT A K E 0, V E R " 

,Committee, and Representar{ve'Sam GibbonS; who ,'. ,After the ekction;~elf~re reform ~eri~dn ~ 

chaired. tHe House Waysand Mea,ns Committee, remark~ble'political jciurneY . .Ii~s n~t.just ih'~f 

were both supportive, arid 'Gibbons starteq pushim~' RepubliCan proposals replaced Democratic bills on 

hlird for iinolediate action. ". . . l ". ',thee congressional"agenda. Few peopl~ r~aiize ho,. 


But the 'enthusiasm was not uniform. Several radjcally the. RepubliCan welfare plans ha've 

,\.·elfare , members. of the .House Ways ,a'nd Means changed. The'.bill that elTIerged from Congress late 
)ire on Subcommittee'on Human Resources, ~herethe last year'bore.only a passipg resemblance t'o thel
d to)t . legisl~tion would originat~, could barely disguise 'original Con~ractwith America. Far from being a 
:e is a . the'irfru'stration.We had satisfied organized labor; coherent, expreision of a more' conservative philos . 
f pur- most liberal advocacy groups'were not adamantly , .:opby, thd legislatiqn was an uheasy. ~(}mpromise . 
ggests' oppos'ed to-?ur bill, and some support~d it: ... ' between competingpositiof,ts adval)ced by,various 
some- . Nonetheless, these congressmen were convinced factions in 'the RepubHsa'rl Party. - . . 

I')nrase ',I;'that any aCfion on welfare reform would inevita9IyFir~t.~ame the work-oriented retorp'lers. They ...\lld·us l~ad to a disastf<;>usly ptinitivebill, especially iry 'ad. ,beIieye people sh<:iuld be expected to work or in 
mber. ' election year. Some suspected that the Clinrorisome cases to train for jobs, even if 'that requires 
'se; is .. admini'stradoD wanted 'welfare ,reform, for the more money. Next, the social.policy critics' argued' 
Iy no wrong 'reason~-'tha( it Iwas "boob .baitfor that misguided,goverqment sLipport is the .root of· 
: Was Bubbas,~' a fear Senator Moy~ihan 'haq expressed s'oclal e'{il. For them,) less is b<;uer, and a~l aid 
npe- montlls before th¢ adrriinistrationproduced a bill, . should,come with tDe 'strictest possible r\lles 
tate~ And thougbwe had'met~ithtbem repeatedly, they . regar'ding be~avior ,from work to scho~l atren
-:---no " felt that in qrafting the legisla.tion, \\;e ·did not, pay dance, The devolvers 'emerged as a, third g~oup. 
)n is' \~ atte~tion to their concerns. Key s~bcom:mittee: .T:~ey ha~ebeen~ led by. Republican' governors who 
:job. . members argued vehemel1tly, ihat it made more .want Washington to ,limit its role to providing 

sense to consider 'welfare rHormin 1995; when' resources and to defe~to the'stateson the sub- , 
tely' '. election pres~ures would be reduced.' They feltw~ . stance bf welfare policy,Fin~aIIy; ther~ ~ere erne . 
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. bud~et cutt"" who do not ",ally. me ';'uch about' . AsI;":ri;:, ther~isyet another ilur~!ofactivit~" to 
'welfare policY,one way or anoth~r, Theinop pr~ori-' surroundIng welfare, GIven the pendmg bIlls, my Ie 

!" 
'M, ,t)' is to cut the budget, and they will go as' far to cut', hope is that nothing passes in 1996l If'what 

social progra~s as the political realities allow; , , : ,~merges is dose to the previous contetehce bill, I re 
, These positions are incbmpatible,' but that has . fear for our children,: Few people realiz~ just how 0\' 

, 'not p~evented Republicans from' embracing 'them. '.' small.~he b~ock grant~' are and howIDuchi they ~ary 
Most Republican members:'of Congress,like most 'by state. Arkan'sa's will have less ,than ,$600 per poor

-, 
Democrats, have little knowledge about welfare'· .ch'¥d· per year in federal dolla~s for cash! support, 
arid m~ch dislike of it: Thu's,no gra~itati~nal fOrce ,work and training, 'and child care! Thatis less thim 
ofsbar~d conviction prevents the p'olicy from osdl·. $12 per week., ~ut. sdmehow, the ,s~at~ iSl~oing to ill 
lacing from one position to another 'as' influence place, tens of thousands ofmothers 'In Jobs. In con T 
shifts ain'ong coteries of activists. Wo~k·ori~nted Jrast,many ~f th\ewealthier northeaster~ ~tates .:vill B: 

,reformers cr~at~d the 1993 Hous~,Repul:>lican "g~t more th~n $2.;000 per poo,r child 'per, ~ear. .T?at pI' 
bill-:--and all of the Republicans signed on. In the still· amounts to Just $40 perweek,per poor child. fe, 

, : Contract with America; the ideolpgical policy crit-' ,Simultaneously, states will ha.ve to cope~itlf dra fe 
ics' withdrew money for jobs and child care arid ' matie curs in support for. disabled childr~n, immi '.,~.', 

'added,'stri~t, work rules, cold-turJiey time limits" 'grarits, and Medicaid"not to mention the i~pact of tw 

and ha,rsh' sanctions. for unmaq-iedparents ,and " any recession. ' , . , I ' .w 


. their children. Again, virtually' 'aU House! " States 'carinot an9 .:vill n.ot'do the impossible, '¥ ' 

Republicans initially sig~ed on. ' .' but. they will do t~epo~sib~,e. The l?ossibie1is to cut th' 


, Then ,Republican governor~, rebelled at such people off, to of~er less service, and to pro~ide less ty 

. "~on'servative micro m~nagement,'" complaining child care for the working p,oornot, onrelfare; ? N. 

,tnat .they were left with a nightmare: less money .Because the b~ock ,grapt ,\\TIll reduce fec,Jerally' m' 

and less flexibility to make ,'their own p,olicies; required'state spending and 'eliminate fedJral laws .. an 

, Under their influence, the chairm'an's'mark-the regarding eligibij'ity, some 'states will find lit much' in 
. bilI conside~ed ;~dmarked up in ~hek;e; House' ':e?sier to cutpeople off than t~ move them ~o work. 

. subcommittee~was alrqosta 'pure block grant, ~. And. so. the race t~; the bC)[tom wi,ll begi? Even in 
, ,with. feeble and meaningless' work requirements., . governprs and.!egislators, who want to f0cus on f9 

Democrats pounced on th,e bill as ',~wei=1k on'\\,or:k."work~based reform may find 'it too costly if. nearby ,th 
, As a result, the,work requlrements were strength- ,', stinephreaten to dump their poor by sifuply ,cut gr 
,ened to the point of being almost ~nachievable~ Y~t ting b~nefits.,. . '. i..., te' 
no more m.oneywas added to enable states to carry '. And what oLthe federal co~mitments?',Who Ti 

, them· out; indeed; the' ,doJJars, kept shrinking'. The .'. ~il.l. defend cu~~ :in the welfare block' grant. 'Versus p.. 

,final Hc)Use bil~ act·ually ,tut furtherthaI1,.the' reductio,ns in Medicare 'or: far:m pi()gr~msl 'or tax: Aj' 
ta','Contract. with .America did.: The Senate scifiened,clits? Will.a block grant long endure w~th ~ fund .. 

thing's up somewhat. It added m~n~y for chi'ld ',ingformula yielding payments per poor c;hild as., , . 
, .... care, required' states to maintain most of their cur- wildly. divergent across states as this one? Many of.' .tir 

tem spending'" eliminated some ohhe worst those qn the ~ightpdv;Hety admit the real gdal is to Aj' 
,derestrictions'such as' those on benefits for legal , end, federal spending on' welf~re entirely arid·that . 

imm'igr,ahts, and adopted more practical w6rk ,this is tpe first step on, tliat 'slippery 'slope. That ,is I I 
:'., ~: . 
. " requiremeius. But in adopting the block grant certainly where I would pi:edict we will end ~p.' pI 
';, " . 

, approach, 'the S.enate, also ~1imiriated the nat~onal ' . '.'".,' . . I , ' , cr; 
.. 'en,d~lement for cash assistance, severely redtlce,d '. " L E S S O,N S, F 0~ N,.~ X'TT.I M E'" ... " \ . . ..' &. 

. 'federaLspending" and failed'to make the work As' I reflect on .the experIence, I contHlue to 
requi~ements feasible, ,', . , '.. \ . !belie~e'that/~e~ame:very dose to success i~upi~e 

. ," Tho~gh I 'was long ~inceout of office, I was:' of oLir'rn,a~y mistakes, If i~ had not·beenfpr 'the 
wt,.. deeply 'disapp()inted when the president 'impliCitly 1994 electlOns,we coulet have' had thoughtful and , 

endorsed the Senate~easure, It was not'a good hill , progressive reform legislation. So,ma'ybe th~ out
'. 

ad 
, 

and would have significantly increased child.poverty.· come is, simply idiosyncratic-.:...bad timing. We' gOt " eg),
": 

In January, fortunately, the president vetoed the bill hj~ bya freight tpin, in part, of cO\lrse, b,ec~u~e our po 

that em~rged from iiouse and Senate confe~ence. ' ow~ train~ moye,d to'o sluggishly.' And, yet the, ~a,ilure, . att r, 

, 'I ' 
• 'j) '" 

. ,! N,rf 
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t~:achieve' meaningful refc>rm ,poses\a ,larger ,chiil-, ,ways with a hot-button iss~e like welfare: a revoh.i-' ' 

lenge., Is there any way' ,to' avoid' Sena~or tio~ where ~ new, party seizes control'oca high-pr~- ~ " 


,Moynihan's implicit claim that welfare file ~ffort that: captlires 'the imagination' 

reformers are doomed to w'riie'their,of the public: The latter probably 


,o":~t~':~~~?people complai~ abo;'t .'" ....•."." .. .\i.(;:", .:i;:~:S~:j~;:~:~./::::::;eade,' 
welfare, most are poorly informed and The alterniltive is, quieter reform"·:We'go(:}:iit~·:

~:;~e~~sr:~~~'~r::~,i:tO;o~~~j:~~" ,-:':',9Y ~:;ft~ig$t~~;~::';;:: ~t:tri~:~U!~~, ~~~~:~~~:Sti~:r~::i~'" 


~~::;~~t~~~:~;:~::2):~~~~~;~~~ ""1~:!~~%~~W~4" t~~i.i~:~~!~~~~;~~:'l~::J" 
,f::ssp:~:~s~:iirce:~e:t~~i;~~~:fnu~"<'::'::':~?~:;a~~W;~l~~~~~ , ' :a~~h~:~;:\ ~~::~~l::~,~~:s~I~~ 
.~~, t~~; ~~Iis:::d~wnh:~~~;::::; .' .;.~;TI~~ij~ili~Jl~ .:~t s:n~~n~:~o~~:~~~;,:h:;f~~t~i .' 
, twO,oq the nati9nal agenqa, the public ,r~:;S:;:;;::;:;,\§,',:,;i;~;:~,({:~:~{f:!:~~~;'has gotter:r almost no attention becaus'e , 
will remain skeptical and alienated. 'it creates little controversy. Quiet 

'Worse yet,the'issues ~frac~anddass li~ just below diplomacy~ howeve~, has,a cost in b61&ess. In child 
the surface, occasionaJly producing' ugly stereo- ,support enforcmnent, we lost the most inn()vative 
ltypes, -often clouding ,'the poli'tic'al dialog~'~. arid,e~citing new idea: dem9nstratibn~ of an ipsu~ed 
'Nowhere in dom~stic ,policy 'is the us-versus-them 'child support system that' would have guaranteed 
mentality worse. One can rail against the darker ,custodial'pare~ts at least,some 'chil9:suPport money 

. ,and faceless underclass, assig~ing blame and deny- each month: The' Fainily 'Support Act of1988' falls 
, j,ng responsibility. ' " , 'somewhere in ,between these two strategies, but-.it, 

'Mariy 'members of Congress ~re'aIso poorly' too was 'a -bipa~tisan '~ffort: that gathered rebitively' 
, ,informed'. The few~ho do' care deeply enough' to lirriited Rublicattention., ," , ' 
-- follow it day to day a~e more :k.ilOwledgeable, but Articulating ,your core values is criticaL Soc,ial 
",they also tend to have strong i~eological views and ,policy directly and indirectly sends some' 9f soci- ',' 
, gravitate toward 'a few choke positions on commit- ety's most pow'erfurinessages about what' we ' 
'tees", where tl)ey can wield considerable po\Ver. respect orcondemh.' In de~idihg on thos~ viIlues,' 
Tha,fs why dramatic, change is so difficult when 'you have to lis,ten closely to what the public 
power has been stably distributed, for' a long time. believes and expects.' In my experience, even those, 

"And that is why the policy changes Gln,be so breath- " ~ho don't agree ~ill heiu you out if you are honest 
t~gly'arge when a new group comes mto po~er., ,about your values~' ' , ,,":.,,' ' , \" 

" After ~uch a litany; one might be temptedtci give' Next,recog~izing that the public will hear and 
" up. And yet thereiemains' a fundamental reality:' cOrhprehend:only a limited set', ofmess~ges, keep 
'~Americansare afraid for their future:and genuinely 'your'ideas and l1)essage simple and clear. P6litical 
,do want to help those who ~ould help themselves. language ~ften obscures ~oie than it clar!fies; rarely 
'I believe the anger' and the igriorance are" not born ,does it have real policy c6htent. I'll take "maKe work 
,primarily of selfishness or bigotry. The, harshest "pay',' over "end welfare ~s 'we know it" arty day. ' 
critics of welfare are the recipients' theins,elves. CultIvate C~ngress and the press. It is s6 easy ," 

, Rather,' it comes from a sense that core American' a~d tempting tosee them a~ Yournatural.epemy. ' 
values are' being undermined; not 'reinforced, by. Membjers lof ~ongress,have strqpg ideas 'of their '" 

the,welfare'system. ,', ,'" ,", ""owri;,rhe,pressoften'seems to\Vant to simplify, 

,So\ the fight for, reform will go on. But to tpose 'exaggerate, and inflame. But they are,the funda- \ 
 \./ 

who fight the next battle, let me offer'a few words of " menial inst~uments of oui democracy, afld virtually _ 
advice.: F)rst, 'you need to make' a fundamental strat- all genuinely want 'to ,serve the public interest and 
egy call: Db you go for aradital change with high' believe they are doing so, . ' ,I , , 
po1!tical visibility or more modest changes an~ lesser - 'Finally: in'trodu~eyour'bill early and, if you want' 

,',\,, ai~ention? Dramatic,changes can occur in only two ,,' it to pass, stay ou't of the way oHreighttrains.q 
, , ' 
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EX E 'c UTI VE OF F ICE '0 F THE P ~ E SID ~ ~ t 

20-Nov-1996 	08:34am 

TO: Franklin S. Reeder 

TO: Nelson W. Cunningham 


, FROM: 	 Jeremy D. Benami 
bornest'ic Policy Council 

CC: Bruce N. Reed 
cc: Dorothy K. Craft 


'SUBJECT: welfare to work 


Frank/Nelson: t apologize in advarice for the tone of thisem8:,j,l. 

I have re-read it and decided to send it anyhow. I am really I ' 

beside myself over this. This is a good representatiori of what is 

wrong with government., Let's work together to solve this by 
 , 
Christmas so we can in fact feel good about working for 
government? Thanks~ 

Here's what 	I wrote: 

I have to sa.y that in,over 12 years of working ingoverriment T- I 
hone'stly believe that this now ranks as the single most stupid 
decision I have run across. : ' ' , " I, 

" 

And, believe me, I worked in New York City government for 8 years, 
which is a bureaucratic hellhole -- so I've se'en some half-asse'd 
decisions. , , I 

Let me 'revJ.ew the bidding. We currently allow American citize'ns 
who wish to volunteer their time to h~lp out the President of Ithe 
United States to commit 20-30 hours a week to work here. I k~bw. 
We have several of them. Many of them receive Social security, , 
Disability, Veterans', benefits.' In fact, I'd be willing to w*ger 
that all of them receive some, form of government benefit check. 
That's how they can afford to ,work here. You don't enquire ri~w 
what their source of income is. 

How have we determined that if it happens to bea mother of 
working age who wants to volunteer here ,that we suddenly ,have to 
make this inquiry? It's not our business ,whether she is receiving' 
welfare or whether she is'volunteering'here to get work skillS so 
she can get 'a paid job. I 

The OPM deciSion and the silliness around the intern program ~r;e 



... 


simply stupid,standard b:ureaucratic 'responses to doing something 
new,. I can't get over that White, House Counsel and Presiden-tial 
staff are willing to rollover to this stupidity. It's wrong,! ..~t's bad policy~ and I'll wager violates Equal Protection I 
guarantees: denying one class'of citizens the opportunity to do 
some work here because they get a weifare.check • 

. Second, on the intern 'front, as I have reviewed for everyone 
involved, these folks are exactly like the high school, college 

, and grad school interns we get here. Again, they just happen to . 
be receiving a welfare check.' We currently have interns here Iwho 
receive. welfare~ Luckily for them, they've only told me and not 
the intern office, because we'd probably kick them out of the 
program. 

I.CANNOT BELIEVE, THAT THERE IS'NOT A WAY ~FTER THREE MONTHS.o.~ 
KICKING THIS AROUND FOR THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES NOT TO 
DO HIS', PART IN FINDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PEOPLE LOOKING TO LEA.VE 
WELFARE. FOR WORK TO· WORK HERE FORA FEW MONTHS FOR WORK' 
EXPERIENCE. LOCAL WELFARE TO WORK PROGRAMS ARE INTERESTED IN iTHE 
IDEA, THE PRESIDENT'S DOMESTIC POLICY ADVISERS LIKE THE IDEA, AND 
THE FOLKS INVOLVED ARE EXCITED ABOUT ~HE OPPORTUNITY. 

Let' me go· further': if the inabiiity of the White Hous.e to do this 
ever got out, imagine how it would play in the' coritext of ,I 

.implementing the welfare bill: "If· even the White House cari' t 
figure out how to use 3 of these folks, how is the countrygo~rig 
to move 3 million 'of them into work. " ". ' I. 

I don't know what to do at this point. Perhaps when I leave the. 
employment of this place, I will sue 01) ,.behalf of these women who 
won't get the' same opportunities as, other. citizens. 

Frank: can we please review this decision? I will call you to 
discus·s. 
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N TE X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F T H EP RES IDE 

19-Nov-1996 05:03pm 

TO: BENAMI J 


FROM: . Franklin S. Reeder 


CC: CUNNINGHAM N 


SUBJECT: Welfare to work 


Message Creation Date was at 19-NOV-1996 17:03:00 

As you have probably ha~e heard, OPM has opined that current law doe riot permit. 
. einPl,?¥'i'rig . unJ?a~d volunteers except for <?ert~in student interns. SinC?e .lwelf8·re . 
to work partl.cl.pants don't meet that crl. terl.on, we cannot employ theml.,n OA as 
much as we would have liked to do so. We have also concluded that theiJr uSe as 
White House voiunteers is not an option at this time. I would encour~g'e you. 
to work with OPM to see if a way can be found to Qvercometheir legal doricerns 
about using welfare to work people in Title 5 agencies. . 


